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 PREFACE -
For accountability and administrative . decisions,f there 1s.

Ancreasing need for State Cooperative Extension program evaluatipn S

~ studies which are. credible to~ State .and Federal legislators and
“5 = . ',\" . ) »

LR K S 1Y .
. executives, upiverqity leaders and Fxtension administrators. This need

1s made apparent by the“recently adopted ‘Extension Accountability and
Evaluation-System. The’ system calls for the Extension Service, U%DA, to
. v .

provide staff developmeit and-teehnical assistance to State Extension

)

. . b . ) . :
/Services'.studies on- the inpyts, opexations and impacts of Extension

‘

programs. In January 1983, 'Exténsjon Service, USDA, entered into, a

[} .

-

cooperative agreement with the Maryland Cooperative Extension Service,
et !

through the University of Naryland' Department of Agricu}tural and
Extension Education, to develop and publish a resourcp publication on
. designing -stuoies to evaluate “the . rcsults of Cooperative Fxtension

programs. : - . T o ‘o

\

’ ' The purpose .of this two-~volume resource 1s  to. advise state
. .t . N 1S
LY

administrative - program leaders ‘and  others with program evaluatdon

responsipilities how to design studies of progrnm results that are

k]
accnrate and relinble. \This~ resouTce may also aid in the development of

%

’

more uniform standards for prngram'.bvnluntion within Cooperntive
. - \
- .

Extension. T A ,
Volume ' I of the }esburcc reviews sclected study designs. These

ill&Ftrute . differeat approaches to examiningy  the chtent to which

a

c]icnteln behavior or stntug can bc.nttrlbuted to an Extenplon program. °

" [ ¢

In ordef to' show the fenoibility of using a variety of evaluative atudy
designs to examine progrnm results, Volume II includes ahstracts of 62

studles ay cxnmplca of thene atudy,duuigno. Tho abstracts, were 9tlectcd

. . : : v

-
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“to’ represent Extenslon programs 1in agriculture, natural resources,
. 4 . . .
N | - s . : h Y . - ‘ LY ‘ P "
community development, 4<H youth, "home .economics and .overall county

. Extension programs. Each study exemplifies one cr more of four basic
E . . _— : ) ) ) . - ’ '
stygdy hésigns:' (1) survey (ex-post facto), (2) time-series, (3) com-

'parisov,groﬁga'an& (4) fleld experiment. These study designs and the

~ T

example stﬁdigs should not 1ihit future eQalddtion’effbrts. They are

‘intended to provide State Extension Services with background knowledge
¢ - - ' ’ ' T SN . e :

for de§§i:iﬁg~studics applicable to their own evaluation 1interests and

B
needs. .

ﬂ‘) .
- 1 .
. ) B .
9 v ‘ - /_/
B 1 -
t ) )
) R <, ' .
- % .
- ®
. ‘ ] ,
S = 3 3
\ -
\ e -
) \ ! g
. o
v L Y ~
. . ) ,
. Yy ~
L4
/' l*
,., ' ~
J " )
\ q
1 PN
\ [
R - 4 %
[ h ‘ s
' L »



I3
-~ >

-

PART T - BACKGROUND AND APPROACH
1} . .
, o . | I

A . <

-

CHAPTER ! : - INTRODUCTION

] P . . _ ' . : “ -
. R v | e
.Purposes of the Resource: : “
k : " h ) . -a
- ‘ X 4 . ‘.‘ \
The publicationAof this resource is 1in partial response to:' three
(S . ) X . anr

“documents: (1) "Repart of the National Thsk Force on Extension
4hccountability and Evaluatfon System" (1981), apqrovéd by the Extension

Committee ou Organization and Policy (FCOP): (2) "The Comptroller
Cengral's Report to the Congress on ''Cooperative Extenxion Service's

’ .

Mission and Federnl Role Need, Congressional Clarification’ (1981); and

(3) Prégram Evaluntio; in Extcngﬂon, a ﬁ980 report on the status. of the

jorgnniznflon for and practice of program "evaluation by all State

a
[

Extension Scervices,
: . @
The "chd?t of the National Task Force on Fxtensiou. Accountab?!ldty

and Fvaluation System" includes the recommendations that: (1) State

» ..
Extension Scrvices
. {

.

and impacts of nelected programs, primarily {n order to meet state or
A
L o : S

multi-ntate needs Cor accountability and evaluation; and: (2). Extenrfon

»

Sarvice, USDA, provide ntaff development and technieal againtance to

l . .

State Extenslon Services in the planning and conducting of auch ntnsjen.
( The General Accounting Offfce’'n "Cooperative Extennjon Service'n

Mintfon and Federal Role Need Cougresslonal Clarlfisation” recommendn

that the Secretary of Apriculture assume leadership, with FEcor, for

e

developing and tmplementing a unfform evaluatien nyetom for Coopervative.

' X
Extenaion, fneluding clearly d&flned avaluation natandards, Thin

’

-
»

undertake indepth studies of the Inputs, operations
. ‘. '

i
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- Svstemn,

resource uses a number of technical staridards for conducting studies on

)

Extension program results, - These ad hoc standards may Jead to further

. { .
discussion. within FExtensien reparding appropriate.  standards for

. w N . :
evaluation studies within the Extension Accountability and Fvaluation

»
¥

'A};nqlly. the 1980 nntionql study conducted by West Virgirnfa

: - : ‘ .
ﬂnivérsity‘reportﬂ that: (1) 60 percent of the Stgf e Extensjon Services
had  not ussignud‘ spcéﬁfic..responsibility fer evaluation to any
particular ataff hcmheré (2) nlmost'two—thirds of state prégram leaders
and almost three-fourthes of county agents gonktdcrcd‘tﬁomnélvcn prepared

L

only to "some extent” or to a "small extent" to adequately plan; imple-

ment, or report program evaluatfons; and (3) 85 percent of State fxtvn—

A d
¢ . -
ston divettors feel simflarly about thelr staffs' fradequate preparation
. . J . or .
to conduct program cvaluationn. . | '
The majority of State Extennfon Sevvicen have no hintory of con-
) ‘ o .

dueting studies of propram results with the riént vxpected by decinfon-

makers (or, more likely, thefr sta{fs) at State and Federal levels,

) . ' . /—" R
Typlceally, ntates do not have evaluatfon speefalfntn to stimulate,

cohduct  or pive advice on atudien of plogram resultn, Than, the

,\. .
Extennfon Serviece, USDA, entered fnto a coopervative apgteement with the
\ ] ¢ '
Hary land Cooperat Lve ExtvnniQp Service to produce a resource publication

that will asnint program lendoervagand npqé?nllntn fn denfgning atudien of

propram renuletn which Wil be eredible ta study saers fn the Cpoparative
. . .

Extennfon Serviece aml elsewhore, : “

-

* .
The role and evaluative kaert‘ae of FExtepsfon program leadern apd

specialintn will vary. from atudy to ntudy,  However, thin' verource
A \ )

. . 2 .l‘l
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publication should help. program leaders and specialists perform ihc
following roles with respect to studies of Extension priogran results:

L.
A4

° Advise Extension evaluation specfalists as . -they design studies
of program results, : '

° Serve on steering committees where progran and evaluation
personnel “have joint responsibility for denigning and
conducting a sntudy of program reaults, ' (

t ) .
B . .
e  Formulate and manage contracts or cooperative agreesenta, with

profesasfonal.evaluators ocutside Extennfon, to study results of
¥xtension preograms. C

. Penipn and conduct studfen of propram vesultn {n conaultation
with EFxtension or non-Extensnfon evaluation ﬂpcc!nllnsn‘

N -

. .
This resource publication contafna examples of previous atudies

which demonsntrate  feantble wayn te ascertain results of Extennion

programs using four selected ntudy desfgnu-~-the survey, time-ncries,
L]
: F

comparfnon group and ffeld experiment. The resource may also prove of

*

“value to evaluation apectalintu: (1) an a reference to previous Extens

afon studfeny (1) for lnservice tratufng and clagarcom education; and

v

(1) Tor nyatematically roviewing chefcesd in deatpning a ntudy of bxten-

nfon program reaulta. Fyaluation specialiats rmay gain further app;¢€!n~
. )

tion of the optiona

%

lhvnb may he appl

methods demonstrated by these pant atudies and how
, at leant In part, to current evaluatfon efforta,

Moreover. the teagurce volumen should enhance fommunication  among
£

Extenaion propram ataff, university academic ntaflf, and nen-univeraity

evaluatora,

*

!;: .
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v Guide t¢ Using this Resour ce - . S
~ PR \ o
. We intend for DESIGNINC STUDIES OF EXTENSION PROGRMi RESULTS f01
. ee.

provide three kfnds of 1nformation.ﬂ These are- presented in ‘the thr

" parts ot Volume I. 'g_ - '. o , .{ AR

. . . . . .

o

Part pi igﬁroduces the nature and purpose of - studies of Exten ion
' program resu]ts and places the design of . c:tudiel; into perspective. artfv
I reviews evaluation._users, dimensions, general- procedures and
CETTRTTT P R
Cetadares. . et v '

Part 1T lcites _alternatiyes l‘t‘o"7 desiggfpéltstudies of Ext:nsion
program results. ;‘These 'results may’”he‘;ta) educational v?knowledge,
attitudes, skills and'aspirations); (b)_practices based:ohfehevuse.of
new .learning,;'or' (c) ’impacesgﬁthe',eventual:-economic;'_sociald:or“y
environmentaliresults of new learning‘and practices: fPart-II-eﬁamines

T

four basic study.designs usedbin ‘evaluating ExtensiOn program results,

and”then links their re]ative suitability.to practical considerations"

based on the evaluation qituatlon. This part also lists ten spec
facets of the study designs and illustrates how each of these facets‘may
Iead to‘alternative ways of'constructing a design for a study,\.For

- ‘ ST , o v
consultation, the facets are referenced to the abstracts o£ previous

e/

:studles of program results in Volume II. These abstracted studies are

simply examples of the« use of the four ba51c studyvudesigns——not

©

necessarlly exemplary studies.

.

Part 111 provides a brief review of the conditions which 1end :

'themselves to alternate study designs, and suggests c0ntexts in which

e :
‘the resource publication should be viewed. ¢ F
A . : 5 } :
2 . ‘ Lo




. : looy
< /

: ' TFor ease in comparing‘the Volume I text on designié;inciples with
A

actual apprdhdhes and methods, <abstract‘P of a seleﬁtion of previous ’
- ‘ ,

esign formulation presented in

. A

-interest while reviewing principles oi{?

Lo N P
' _-Volume T. Users;;should note 1in’ Bf rticular whether the abstracts

.

illustratE'educational results, pr tices, long-~term results or other -

.

: e o A
program-related results --  suchy

“

as clientele'sv use and rating-fof

Ainformation receiVed'andtthe«soa%ceslof such information.i- -
The publication may beféead sequentially, i.e., piece by piecer

Or, users may ‘wish to skip/dlrectly to Part II and/or Part III in order

'to obtain specjfic ideas/%or designin? studies, Part I 1is not essential

for selecting study designs or design facets. Our intention is that the

.
\

publication should gerve primarily-as a resource;_. .

N

~References " other -sources of published information useful in

designing stud_,s appear at chapter ends and at the close of Part II.

Since the resource is oriented ‘towards a readership with varying
’ de?rees of,expertise in planning and implementing studies of Extension ®

program fresults, it contains _some .elementary , material and - may

ioccasionally seem repetitive or redundant -to those who. are more

a .

"_'fexpegdenced in program evaluation.
~./ Whether a. study measures immediate program outputs, fOllow—up

/ ' : . .
practices or impacts, the question of 1ts design is paramount. Design __

~is-a’ “core consideration in choosing a methodology, influenced by the

‘o,
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xAntentiona, procédures, timing and budget for the»stqdy. ‘Only four
;’ddbigns are put forward 1n this resourcef> They are not the.only.designs

) . \

for studior of program results, as is repeatedly atated throughOut this

! ’ - \\

§ rcsource.' The designs advanced are not new, but are well—known, indeed
. \

N this resource brings them togcther partly) because they tend to ‘be

-

- popular among program evaluators. o ot ' .H

By
\

' The special contributions of this resource to the sub1ect of study

designs are: (1) it*1links overviews of the four designs and alternative

.

'»ifacets within these designs to their'application in previous studies of

Extension program results, as a way of illuminating potential methods as

\

well as pitfalls in future studies, and' (2) 1t systemntically presents.\

\

several Extension programming and evaluation situationc which affeot the '

choice of study design. ‘Moreover, the publicati resses practlcal

a

as/well as 1deal scientific considerationq ithhe selection of study

" design.

Definitions
'.- . L |
The term program impact“ is used variously Sanders (1982)
. defines program impact as broadly as we deflne program resu]ts.

Impacts may be intended or unintended, may be posltive, negative or
. - peutral in’value, may be, stable or unstable and fleeting; may be
- seen at the immediate olosing of the program or service and/or may
be seen a long time following the program or service, may appear
for primary recipients and/or tertiary recipients, twice removed .
‘from being directly involved in the program or service. ‘

Gu1delines for the Extenslon Accountabillty/Evaluation (A&E). System
(1983) define "Impact Studies as technically valid 1ndepth studies to
assess: (a) the economic or social consequences of Extensionjefforts, or

(b) other aspects of Extension 1nputs, operatlons or programs. Thus,

\lb




.
toa

. ‘ : S ’ ' . v
the Fxtsnsion A&E System emphasizes studies of the economic and social

.

consequences ‘of Extcnsion progrnms whi]e allowing for other typos of

" ’

. technically valid studies as’ noted dbovew The ‘gtress -on economic and '

[ ;
-

o ,social consequences of Extension programs appears to ‘be consistent with-
- the request of thc U.s. Congress (1977) that tke Secretary of Agricul— .
4 ture provide an evaluation of these consequences.;,Homever, even though
the emphasis may be on progrnm consequences, thenExtension A&E System
allows for other types of- valid studies, such as those mentioned above

n in (b).

v ¢

A Accordingly, we define program impact as the ‘economic, social
environmental and individual consequences (results) of program-induced
1earning and practices These consequences Or end results (Bennett,‘
1979 and l980) emphasize the prevention, checking, reduction or solution
of problems encountered by clientele. Ideally, evidence of program’

.impactqis‘expresséd in terms of whether desired end results -occurred,
plus detection of any side—effects.' Houeyer; without assurance 'that ‘
clientele have attained a certain leyel. of performance or practice
through program-induced learning, attrihuting desired end results to an
Extension program may be meaningless o

" Because direct measures.of program impactvare difficult to obtain,.
-1t has been suggested that utilization (e.g., clientele practices) be

used as indirect or proxy indicators of impact (Wholey, et al l970'

UNESCQ,Vl979). An 1mpact study could be viewed as'a two—way street with

‘measurements of participant learning and performance or practice

pointing toward impacts, and any measurements of end results (the

impacts themselves)-. pointing back toward the original influences
. . a x B .

(including.the program) which produced impact.

7 16
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Vo = In sumnmry. the qu,naion ALE '-}ystom 1nc1ucfes both brond and narrow

)definitions of "impnct study Thc~bro&d definitivbn of impuct ntudien
.I 'Sl
, includes indepth,studieﬂ of Fxtenﬂion dnputs, opernvionu aud impaptﬂ

K]

{ Impact’ study iarhere capibalihed in rcferencc to the full definicion

contained in the guidelinca for the Fxtension A&E sttem (1983). The'

[

vnarrower definition of imp1:¥ studies - studies of the economice and

socia] consequenceb of Extension programs - appears to emphasize the end‘

results of the education and practice induced by Exttnsion,programs{

: L
N The nsrrow.definitiOn is a,component'of the broader definition.

Cur‘eonclusion is this: an impact study should somehow assess a

. J ‘ .
4 program's final conscquences: (a) preferably through providing evidence

bearing directly on the prqgram's end results,. or (b) by discussing how

# a program's - measured educational and/or practiée igpsuits might be

expected to produce its end results.

) .
General Procedures -

! '
The '42 abstracted studies containing-findings on Extension program
results were selected by the authors from a pool .of 133 studies
cend&éted from 1961-1982. This pool was comprised of: (a) 148 studies

of Extension program effectiveness se]ected“(in‘ 1978) by two social

4 .

) K o ‘ .
sclence ® E%feare firms under contract to Extension  Service, USDA
‘ " (Bennett, 1980);.  and, (b)-’fivé adgitional studies selected from
' responses to an Extersion Service, USDA, request for ’1979—32 'state

’

) ) . P ‘ t . ) .o
studies "on Extension' program impactv ~ The USDA co-author (with the

'iadvice and assistance of other evaluation staff members' of PDEMS,

Extension Service,.UgDA) selected these five studies,_u51ng the criteria-,

— 17
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apd proceduree adopted‘by che lead| socigl sclence rescarch firm, The i
‘A ' [ ,
,reaearcﬁ' firms had been contruotec to select atudiug with ndoqunte ’

'methodologicnl subetantintinn of f ndiugs and concluaipha regarting
¢ v » . E N (I )

. rxtension program resulta (Appqndix A) ;',"' oo

1

Procedurea ndopted for the prcsent pro1ect included the fo]]owing.

Task I: ©  Inventory each of the \l53 abstracts and ‘claaaify; the

studies according to the following four study designa:
‘survey, = time-seriew, ompa¥ison group, - and field,
experiment;' o ' '

Task II: -~ Review and appraise each: of the abstratta sccording 'to

&
the .criteria set forth in the Extension Service, éDA, v
request for state studies from the period 1979—82‘
" (Appendix B). :

Select from within each of the designs several studies -

Task III:
’ that exemplify geveral methods for gathering evidence of
. program results in each Extenqion progrnm area.
. Y
Task IV: Review existing guidelines and gtandards for evaluations
and relate these to studies of Extension program results.
Task V: Develop guidelines for 'selecting . study designs and
' conducting qgudies that examinc program results.:
Task VI: Identify facets and “options in implementtng each study
' ~design, citing exampleq among the dbctracts.
Task VII: - Identify issues in design methodo]ogy based on appraisals
o of the methodologies of the 42 examples.-: .
- Task VIII: Draw conclusions and implications'for designing Extension

program results, including conditlons under which each
study deqign may be selected.
Task IX: . Prepare a-publication to ald state program leaders and
. speclalists in their various roles in designing studies
*of program results, with:the assistance of the interstate
advisory committee and other State and Federal thension
'personnel.




= . . ‘ ' e
- [The 59 atudies ‘are clnaaif'ied among the four .atady 'designa 7, y
' ) ":’v‘ .., ' 1 : ¢ ‘ ‘ \ - Ll ' (\ . ! o "u
an followds - S S Lo I t
N . e ' o g ] e .
N - . ) ' e . o ' " : o ’ .
. ‘ i ! « . / o ’.
- y T Sur\vqy : 69
et ' . . o
B . ) B " ' .
coge Tdme-serties .42
o o . Co p L )
', . ! B .
;jg: Cpmpnriaon group 31T *
7 S
A ’ « N . ¢
u A Field experiment . 11
(’ |

B huch study was then categorized by program ar

. . . 'b 25
counti”Exteds on programlfﬂThe dis;ribntion oﬁﬁ

Study ~ Agricul- Com.Dev.& -~ 4=H Home Total = Total

Design ‘ture ° Nat.Res. - Youth Economics _-Program

Survey 20 T 120 6 . - 23 8 69

Timg- R . . . . .‘ . ’

Series 12 z 11 ¥7 -0 42
s : - . [ .

Comparison ' . LA _

Growp - 9 . 3, 1 8 o . 31

Fleld o E .

Experiment 3 0 -2 ‘ 6 : 0 . 11

_ —_ J— N —_— P
Total 44 17 30 54 8 153
10
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 The Rﬂ$baba;ra¢ta.were reviewed by the authors and a Maryland State
h ¢ . ' * b .
. advisory committee of Univeraity of Maryland gtaff and State and, local
' ) ‘ N . : ) ) v -
\: . kExtenaion personnel.  From these abatracta, 42 mgre selected ca\, C
‘.' ' ’ - ' o ‘,' N ) , B .- RN ‘_'
e 'tuﬁ?cnent' h varlety of methale :for obtalning evidence on program
. v .

A

results. The studies nselected rcpreéent both those which required’

large atudy résources and ‘those requiring less resourcea, Table IT
: . : . ' ’ S Lo
presents the number of atudies selected from each study design according
. vud! R Pt
to the Extensfon program arcas., It was sometimes difficult td”VIaco a

given abstract within one design and propram area catcgory.

. L TABLE 1T  Abstracted Studies Selected as Examples, Grouped
) by Fxtenaion Program Areas and Study Design

Extension Program Area
! ! ! '

Study Agricul- Com.Dev.&  4=H  Home Total - Total

Design ture Nat.Res. Youth Economics Program -

: Sﬁrvey 2 ' 5 | 3 6 T 17

© Time- _ ' » . '
Series 5 7 0 1 4 0 10
Comparison :

"Group 3 1 3 1 0o 8
Field .
Experiment 2 -0 N 1 -4 0 ‘ 7
Total 12 6 8 15 1. 42

"

Table III presents the names of the authors of the studies

¥

- selected by study design and by'program'areas."

- 11
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. N )
All af the %2 atudles contaln sufficlently styong evidence for
deteraining tha fesults of Fxtenslen programs, Hovever, these &/

. {f . " o .
studies dre not negessarily the “hest” srudies of Eatepnsivon program

results, methodnlogichlly speaking. Firat, the posl of studies frus

vhich the 42 were selbcted does pot fnclude all the wethodalogivally

“ .

,adsquiate studies of Extension program results which were conduvted

1Y A\]

between 196! 1982, For\ ewample, the 42 studies s reprerent . only

quantitative wtudles, an ny reviewa of qualitative atudies of Fxtension

program resulls ucrgluvgilable. 'S@ﬁnngly. (Qc 4T Gtudlier vere acleﬁitd'

From among othera of p&fhcpﬁkequal terhnical quality in an effort to

portray  studles Ir§m differeht’ nethodological approaches, different
. , L\ . ,

program  arcas nnﬂ) different’ peographic areas of the lnited Htates,
\ .

Finally, exampléh'u«rn clited whi\h might affect future studies selving

-
¥.i

on varying leveln of remource ava §l1bllilv {Nearly one-halt of the 4/

-
3

studlen  Were  funded  at lvant\\pnrtiall?' by Frtension Seivice,
USDA, or private rector npvrial fuh;h.}

\ Refer rto the Table of (Untcntu in Vgiume -Il for abatracts of
individual studfes listed according to the four atudy designn. Sfudivﬁ

are ordered within a desipn cntegury by alphabetical erder of the

.author's name. Or, individual studies may be located by conaulting the

Index of Qtudlcu according te prograﬂ droa--uherv ahatracted ntudioq are
lianted alphnbcticnllv (hby author's name) within program area L\tﬁgories.
Finally, Volume I! includes an index of studies by authors' alphabetized
names. ‘

The abgtracts includod in Volume IT were edi;bd but are not altered

in subqtavcc from their cources in the research contractor publicnticn .

We chose to delete the study apprainals bykthe research contractors.

’
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Huvever, we oo incugpulate design-velated jasucs vithinvlhaat dpprafsdls
5} \

intu thg discusstons uf each study design, -

C;ipi\;a af the complete reporto af the abotyavted studies In t‘.ulu.sae

] ?ud uf the atudica referenced in the further t:ddings éif ﬁV&SléFlff

upus requdst o tﬂe Natiéual Agricultural Library, Beltaville, Hh 20109,
. "

The sfudies afe referenced {n the Hatilvnal AgFieultural Librayy's

» . .

‘ ' N . .

computerized tetrleval systeam, Appendin € provides speeific Luélguf«
4

tions [y nb[a_\;nir;g full reports of the atudles of Fitenslon program

- .

results vhich are yfeferenced in this publication,

1[‘ . 2'}
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CHAPTER 2: THE PLACE OF THIS RESOURCE IN EXTENSION EVALUATION

¢

. Traditional models of programming tend to portray evaluation as one

phase of. a cyclical process-—the phase following program planning end

. . . !

’program implementation. 3 : ‘~?\§\
However, recent models suggest that evaluation is a part of each

3

phase of programming. Different authgrs divide the’ overall programming

'process into different phases, or title .the. phases diffexently * How-

S

“ . ever, all of the models deal. with the questions of deciding what kind of

program to' have,,,then..how to conduct it, and final]y deciding on

A\

.improvements. .

For example, Stufflebeam (l971) identifies evaluations which helpi

to:.
' L]
e = Select program purposes regarding intended clicntele benefits_
~ (evaluations of program context) Do

-
Ce

-

‘clientele benefits (evaluations of program inpurs)

o Improve program designs or their implementation (evaluations
of program protess) = - : '

A intended clientele benefits (evaluations of program products)

° %

'Somellauthors ‘subdivtde’ the :four dimensions referred//to by

ﬁStufflebeam, or attach different names = to these, dimensions. ;%Kr ex-

1
L]

pample, input evaluations may be called formative evaluation' process
evaluatidns may be called program monitoring. Relatedly, Dave (l980)

| divides evaluations of. program products (rhsu]ts) ingo those whichs,

]

° ‘Select program designs capable of achieving ‘the desired . .

® Improve program designs or purposes %4 order to better achieve



examine shortetérm,progran results and thoge which examine longeretern'

‘results.
Our resource publication focuses on studies which help to evaluate
',program products, outcomes or results. Three levels of program results

are defined and incorporatcd in this resource.
, . , ‘ B U
e - . . T

. 'Educational results: these include .changes in 'clientele.
X knowledge, attitufes, skills and aspirations. ‘ '

o

. Practice . 1ts: these include clientele patterns of
X behavior, aetions or performance .atemming from educational

results.
‘e . End results: these include the consequences or impacts of

program-induced educational and/or practice results.,

!

\l,Figure 2. 1 shows that these threezaevels of program results are

levels 5, 6, and 7 in a levels of evidence model " (Bennett, l979)

Figure 2.1

. ’-“: : (!7."End Results o o ' o

6. Practice Chan%e‘

5. " KASA Change (knowledge, attitudes, gkills, aspirations)
: : — < . .

4, 'Reactions !

" 3., People Involvement

2. Activities

. 1. Inputs ' -\ -




"yalue of information" studies also "receive attention in this

- f .

resource. These studies are closely related to studies of FExtension

. ~ / N : [
program results, and are based on participants' ratings of the value of

:
u

(informarion they received from Extension, and from other gsources for
4

decisionmaking in some field of endeavor.: Such evidence may imply the.‘

, 4 S .
- existence of program results although the nature of such results 1is not

specified. "

Our resource puhlication provideslan overview of four ma¥n study

’ - 5 ~ \
. schema for_selec‘g,- collecting and using evidence in eva]uating a

"program; i E., four study ‘designs. | These designs are: survey,

\

time-series, comparison group and field experiment.

¥

-
t
|
i

. ' ’ £
e | ]
B

Evaluation Users

" The question of who will use the evaluations of program results is

central. Schmidt (]977) distinguishes between policymaker users and

program manager (leader) users, wThe

—

- v ' .
are differentially'germane to difﬁerent?

At -

of users may use information on barticula
and not use ‘infoimation on other ‘levels

]

AY

responsibilities.
To illustrate “this point,beivera- (19842) constructs a pyramid

( o .
composed of program evaluation users from the op down (Figure 2.2):

Ad . state ~and federal

o Policymakers (e.g.

° Policy administrat0~'//} or t .program ' (e.g} Extension
o directors) C ' S - -
e Program managors (e. g., Fxtension program leaders)
: i

'3 Program staff (e 8es Extension specia]ists and agents)

9 '» 29

'K rious types of program results"
nds of users. Different kinds
levels of_program results,

ecause of their differing;



results.

- Figure 2.2

A Pyramid of Evaluation Users

»

Policy
makers

Policyf
Administrators

Program
Leaders

Program'Staff

As a,general rule, the higher the position of users in the pyramid,

the g1eater their need for information on a program's end results

(impacts). Users high in the pyramid have less need for information on

practice results and even less need for information on educational
, o \ L

Conversely, the lower the position of users in the pyramid, the
greater their need for information on educational and practice results.
Users lower in: the pyramid have less immediate need for information on

Generally speaking, policymakers and policy administrators are more -

ke
£-

end results.

" in need of evidence regarding end results because this is more useful
pfor making policy decisions on whether to initiate and/or continue a-
hgiven program, and how ma y resources to commit to it. Program leaders-

~and. program staff are more in need of evidence on educational and



! i

- practice results because theae'arc more useful for making judgments

regarding the extent to which a program ia-exhibiting effective and

" efficlent progress toward reaching the doaired]end results, It should

lbe clarified ‘that our resource publication focuses on a variety of ways

~

to obtain evidence on program results, and we only touch herc on the'

_ extremely important topic of uses. of .infdrmation regarding program

results.

In considering different designs for identifying program results,
it is important to select or construct a design that will provide
intended study users with evidence of program results in which they are

most’.interested.-' Of the 42 abstracted previous studies containing

!

- Extension program results, 19 1include evidence on end results (as

contrasted with educationa1 and practice results)

" Steps in Evaluation

“The abstracts in Volume TI {1lustrate different facets of the four

study designs. These 'facets are related to/fshe identification of a

series of steps in carrying out a study of program results. The

literature on evaluation is replete with steps considered essential in

,identifying program repults.

Knowles )(1970) conceives of four steps in" evaluation, ‘to:.

‘_(a) formulate the questions to be angwered, (b) collect the data that

.'will help to answer the questions, (c¢) analyze the data and interpret

them in relation to the questions asked, and (d) propose modifications

vof the plans, operations, and programs in, 1ight of the findings."

The United States General Accounting Office's Acsessing Social

" Program Impact Evaluation. A Checklist Approach (1978), provides a

21
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systematic framework for organizing evidence on progrnm reéulta. It
highlights the prpccdufqa of: (1) evaluation planning, (2) data collec;
Jcion. (3) data analysis, (4) reporting findings and (5) data disclosure,
It plncén cmphhaiu on the political nature of evaluation, and reminds us
that evaluation is not just for progrnﬁ Aevelépmént and'improvemcnt hut

may also be for policy justification or change.

Beder (1979) formulates a more. elaborate planning and

implementation strategy of eight steps to suchessful.evaluétions, as

follows:. " o,

: - 1.. Decide on the pﬁrpose and use of the evaluation.

2. Detcrmine what will be evaluated.

3. Acquire and allocate evaluation resources.,

i b Egtablish_a_proper climate (participation and coope;ation).

5. Chpoée an_evaluation dééign{uor aﬁproach.
6. Conduct the evaluation.
7. Report the evaluation.

8. Act on the'evaluation.

.
-

Cunningham (1980) identifies six stages of evaluation, beginning

with éstablishing a steering or advisory .committee (a stage consistent

with the modis operandi of Cooperative Extension). These stages are:

1. Establish-a Stéeriﬁg (or AdviSory)LCommittge.
.2, Determine Stratégy'. o
~~Purpose and Use I
--What to Evaluate
—-Resources‘énd Budéet

3. Agree on Design/Approach

20 3L
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.“' Conduct/Implement

5, Report Results

6. Act on Results -

‘A ateefjng (planning) or advisory (qhuaultétivé) committee can ba
vqlﬁable in proviaing advice and dlso "eonment." A conéunsua of opinion
on a moot point may pidve of conaidernblc:value when justifying ﬁerCRin
plans pnd dctioné.

Kappa Systems; :Inc. (1979) completed a threc-Voiume review,
appraiaﬁl | and aummnrizatibn of aqudiea of Extenaidn program
éfféctiveneaé.« including .gu;delines fdr improving aﬁaluationa of
Extension programs. ‘Limitations in stud& methodology and réporting
common to'ﬁany of the studies appraised were 1déntified end ﬁsed.in
developing tén:guidélines for futufn.ntudies. These guidelines, clésely
related to steps in evaluation.‘nfé ligfeqébelow: ,
L. Cleérly state study purposes. |
$2. Specify study limitations and/or degree ofnéénéralizability.

3. | De;cribe the Extension program beiqg ésseaéed.

4.  Relate study questions and measures to program objectives.

5. Discuss the reliability and va]idity of the measures selected.
6. Establish a link between client ouﬁcomes‘and Extension program

delivery.

0

7. Provide adequate labelling'of tables, charts, and graphs.i

8. Separate presentation of findings from conclusions.

9. Provide adequate'suppori for conclusions and a comparison 1if-:
.program success or failure is concluded. '

10. Balance . compleﬁeneés of report with succinctness of

presentation.

- P ' : : g“.
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\S\Qscértained program‘

. The focun of thln publication ia on Beder's atep numbér five above,
and on Cunningham'a atape number-three. The guidellna in Kappa Syatem'ﬂ
11at which relates most. cloﬂely to formulating ﬂtudy deaign ia thac of
No., 6: "Establish a link between client outcomen and Extension program
delivery," ‘W central queation in the selection of a study deslgn Aa

precigclﬁ chils:  What loglc and facta will be dﬁduced to determine 1if

and te what extent there ta a link between client behavior or status and

the delivery of an Extenaion'prugrhm?

Kappa Systems also distinguishes between atud& findinga nn program

~

results (guideline 8) .and conclusions about program success or failure

'(guideline 9). Conclusions on program success réquire well?formuiated

\

criteria, generally based on program objectives‘on other expectdtiona

for the progranm, ‘o

.
]

~-Procedures for formulating and using criteria in evaluating the

success or| failure of Extension programsv(Steele. 1970) are beyond the

“intended stope of this resource publication. Hence its title refers to

vtudving program resnl‘s rather than evaluating program results.
However, systematic evaluation of program results 18 usually impossible

5
without sound evidenc

on the nature and extent of such results.
esults should lead to answéring ;evaiuative
questions such as, "Did thé resu]ts justify the amount of resources
invested?" "How badly were:these results needed?" "Are other programs

which receive similar mounts'bf‘resources,accomplishing mQrg?" "Should

one of .the steps stages in planning, conducting and utilizing
9 24
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qa?gluaclona. As  necesnary, readers aﬁould congult other Jreferencea
which deal wirh tpe othor steps in evaluation. The 1ntelligent
'salectionlor conatruction of atudy daaianvdepanda upon adequate comple-
tion of the atepa preceding it. Moreover, uaing study findings intelli-
gently (ln evaluacion. accountabtlicy. and prugrnm management and policy
doctﬂiona) depnndn upon underatanding the nature and limitationa of the

atudy denign which produced the findinga. s

Standarda for Fvaluations

Two major sats of atandards for evnluationa have appeared recontly.

a) - The Joint Committee on Standarda for Educational Evaluation,
Standards for Evaluations of Pducational Programs, Projects,
and Materials,.. (1981), .

b) Evaluation Research Society Standards Commictee. "Evalustion
- Research Society Standards for Progrum Fvaluation," (1982).

The Joint Committee g8 Standards are organized under four main
,headings—-utility standards, feasibility standards, propriety atandards
and accuracy standards--and among the 32 standards included, some 15
refer to .deaigning evaluation studies. One of the atrengths of the
Joint Committee's standards 1s not equating high quality program‘evalua-
tion with technically accurate study pethodblogye For example, how an
evaluation study may oe used can beimore important in appraiaing’its
overall quality than its technical 'accuracy.v Technical a@curacy is
necessary but does not insure appropriate utility. | l

1033 particular interest is the section of the - Fvaluation Research
Society' 8 standards on structure_and design. This section includes the
statementsf "

~<The design for any evaluation cannot be- conceived in a vacuum.

It-1s necessarily influenced by, ‘logistical, ethical, political, and

fiscal concerns and therefore must take thece as well as
methodological requirements into account.



w=For all types of evaluationa, a clear approach or dealgn ahnuld
be specified and Juatified aas appropriate to the types of

concluaione and inferencea to be drawn, .

--Fur jmpact atudiea, the central ‘evaluation design problem of
eatimating the effecta of nontreatment (abaence of program) and the |
choice of particular method for accomplishing this ahould be fully |
deserihed and justified, ;

i

A Prinr to the publication of the two above sets of svandards, Kappa !
, Systema, Inc. (1979), under contruct é% Extenaion\sfjvica. USDA, estab-
liahed standarda regarding technical accuracy. l.e., regard!ng éhbatan-

) tiation of findings and concluaiona in studiea of the effectivenees of

design all meet the standards which Kappa Syntems adopted in\consulta~-
tion with the Science Management Corporation (1979).

Thus, while" the accuracy ‘standards employed in this reﬂOurCe
publication are only a subsct of the standards relevant to apbrniaing
studies of Extension program resulta; they are a fundamental subset. Qe
assume that a study of ptogrnm results can not hnve real utility unless
it is suggiqiently accurate. Our publication does touch upon considera~-
tions of propriety and utility. and emphasizes the criterion of feasibil-
ity in the selection of study design. |
-Conclusion ‘

With this brief review of uses, users;] steps .and standar<s, in
eValuation. let us move to an examihation,of study designs. As stated,
« : .

the several alternative designs presented are not'new to the literature

on evaluation; thus our’ purpose is to bring these ﬂesigns under close

focus, systematically identify design facets and illustrate their value
I"in formulating studies of Extension program results.

26 . _”J
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i
FaAKt t1 -- DFSIUHD Fuk FXamifithic xkisUits

. -4
CHAFTFR 41 INTRGBUCTION 10 STURY DEYsions

Uverviey af Selected Deolgie
'
A primary  assusptlon .ﬁ"TSﬁylhg etudies uf tt(c‘f‘ia‘hﬁ jtECpEa
fesults is that behaviueral and orfarus chafges of prograi lientele van
be attribured to theiy participation in an Fatenslon Progras, A
chjective of such atudies is to ahtaln suffietent evidence to detersine
the extent of these attributable rhanpez, 1.e,, the program's vesulis,
Sush program resulta include changes orf reinforcwscents (Rl brnevicdge,
attitudes, skille ar asplvaticonk (KASA ehange); individual or fn!l¢;tiV¢
praviiven; and Individual, soctlal, ccauua{c ard environmental atdtures,
gualiticen t'!’ll“j"thi‘(h"‘--" {Rennete, LUI%),
In order to derorrtrate the extent to which npectfied bcﬁavioral or

L]

status chanpes of patticipants are attributable t‘,<:l~i!tcnﬁ(n“ progras,

it Is lmpurtnnt'thnt Atternate (rival) explanations of these chanpes be
elininated or taken {nte aceount, _Thc.déulgn of a study s the rajor
factor in datefmining how wel! {t can attribute clientele bhehavivral or

/

rd .
statun chanpds to thcnnhnxAns compared to non-Extennfon {influencesn,

,

Stggy designs  vary din  thelr abtlity to account for ., alternate

explunations,

Study desipns generally make or imply some form of comparisen

cither within or between groupa, When a within-group design is used, it
) . , . N |
may or may not be knowr beforechand just vhat different pecples' exposure

to a program has been or the iIntensity of thelr progrnmvparticipat(on.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o
Ka attempt 1o wade Tu votabilioh ¥ye uf Buie gtrups, €8ili ¥ith oludiat

{haragtegia{;ae but with strfesent aogciisnrﬁa telative (v The PFogias,
Thus, we Tocus analyzls vi wie grvup, ve within o ghoup.

When a betueen-gioup design 1o used, a sel oI prople who sre bivwn
betujeland (o have bech cipdsed I oie way tu the pivgfan dic ik Eed
(i a gtoup Ehal ls <oppatable o the 5?&uy pestlcipalling In The progiak,
tul Which i 6ot capused Lo the progfat o 1o csposcd tu sone allcinate
fors if the progras, fach cet of peopls s tucﬁ‘fﬂiiwvcé hy the study
theough tike, Thus, we analyee between theae d1fferent acts af people
i ”hcgvetnwﬁiﬁuﬁb.#

Vithin=group sludy designs do not follov 4 sompayisen of coRrTal

ctoup uvey time. They eay exasine change In progtss pafeicipanto’
bnovledge or hehavier over Eleer i auch a case, & cuspatisch ts wade

hictvect ynrtiglpaula‘ chargeteristics af one pertud of time (usually
Lefofe the progias beginal ard at a later tise (petheps at the cid of
the pregran).  Anothet means of vithlﬁ-gruup vomflatisen 1s (o eo:rcta(;
changen in specificd hehavioen ét ataluyses of progran parficipante {auch.
aa change ;n ceonemtc status) with hew offen they pgrlictpd(c; Cenet
allv, VIthlﬂ-gruup designe ﬁrngiﬁc vnlyiblinilcdh déﬁigﬂ éﬁnt?ﬁi oveg .
rival explanatfons hut inn!cdﬁ tend to rely on gethods of atatistical

control., Wthin-group deaiprs ave ﬁcnﬂrailv ranter t¢ implement than
5cKV§cn-grcuv deantgns becaune they invnl;r tenn complicvated copprecifans
with the propras,

Stronger evidence that clientele behavioral or status ehangen are,
in fact, hecause of participating in a progran {an opposcd to rival

explanations) ray be provided when comparisons arc cade betveen two or

more groups (Cahpbcll and Stanley, 19bb), These betueen-group desnlgns
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b . ' ) .'. »“ ‘ .
compare specified characteristics of program participants with those of

- comparison or. control group With 1) no participation or, ‘a varied

_ degree of participation' or, 2) participation in some ‘alternate program. '
x‘*ﬁwﬁ
Such comparisons can help assess the role of the Extension program in

L

(
influencing participants apart from non-Extension influences. - If the

v

program group and a comparison group are subject‘to the same nonprogram‘
influences, any differences in relevant changes between the two grOups

can he- attributed to the program.‘ Two difficulties exigt in using'

“

between-group study designs. (a) finding a non—program group. comparable

to the program group, and (b) dealing with the general expectation that ,

*all members of the target program audience will have the same opportun-'

O ity to pnrticipate in the program (MAGI, 1979) -
The following description revieWs. four selected study,'designs'

commonly used in evaluations of Extension program results.'lA simple -
e

5] -
‘means of descr1bing these study designs is . by way of the matrix in

e e,

o . / N ; ~“_1 .
’comparison planned--within a group or between groups. The vertical

et ]abels refer. to ‘whether the design requires: pretest or benchmark data.

e

R ¥

Exhibit 3.l., ‘The horizontal labels of ‘this matrix refer to the type of -



o

Exhibit 3.1.

Matrix of Quantitative Study Designs L \
‘ WITHIN-GROUP . BETWEEN-GROUP
|- : . DESIGNS : -, DESIGNS °
DESIGN REQUIRES . . ‘ ' ' o .
PRETEST 'OR, u M o |
BENCHMARK DATA A
No " . ', - Survey* . ~ Field Experiment.
Yes - o Time-Series p Comparison Group
’ ‘J L. - .

g

S Survey, is usgd in the same context.as in Bennett' s (1979) description
of study designs. It is not to be confused with the .use of the
word "survey" to mean simply a-means of collecting data. - The term

".1s used both ways. in the literature, but -for our purposes it refers
to a "onme-shot" design for studying participants (and sometimes

- others) only after the fact of program participation.

': The two. within—group designs included in this publication .are the

survez ‘and the time—series. More formal names for these designs are,

respectively, the "single group posttest only" design, and thé "single
group pretest/posttest" design (French l983)

. The two "between-group" designs most ‘commonly used to evaluate

-
63 1 L

Extension programs are thegcomparison group and the field experiment.

. More formal _namest for these designs are, respectlvely, qquasi—
'experimental pretest/posttest" design and "true experimental" design’

(Frengh, 1983).



The Survey Design NG

When it is decided to ascertain results of an on-going Extension

program (one already being implemented) and there are. %o benchmark data
availablé; it is generally necessary to implement a survey design. A
.survev design may complete a- study of a program 8 results more quickly
than the program that producéd these results. This is because, in the
‘gurvey design, _data from clientele are collected only once, e.g.,
following program participation“or at the’ conclusion of’the program.
There are two major types:of surveys used in the evaluation of program -

results: perceptual and cross-sectional.’

- Perceptual Surveys % '

Perceptual surveys generally show program participants perceptions
"of a program's results._ Such perceptions are based on participants
‘-reflections' or retrospections regarding their behavior or statuses
before the program, .and their estimates of the change in~these behaviors‘
ori statuses.f because .of :theif participation. '-This. perceiVed
."b!efore—to—after'i evidence is one way deal with ‘the question - of
attribution, i.e.,, what 'influences created specific behaviors or
statuses of participants° ‘ | ' | o — .
Surveys nay also obtain perceptions of . program results from key"
observers of a.program who do not participate. .Obseryers provide their
.perceptions, based on'retrospection,‘of the results-of a program for
participants and other people to whom the participants relate.
Some study users question the valid1t} of findings on program
results based Upon perceptions of clientele as to Extension's influence-'
on their behavior or .statuses. House (1980) distinguishes between
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"subjectiviat" and 'objectivist" positions or. assumptions about the

nature, ‘methods and limitg of program evaluation. Objectivists consider

’that..evaluation “information should be - scientifically objective,"

\ ' : ' -
achieved through reproducible, quantitative'techniques be verificd by

~logical inspection. Those- who maintain an objectivist point of view

would argue that reflective or retroSpective data does not produce

adequate evidence of program results. '0b1ectivists question the valid-
ity of retrospective data, asserting that what c]iente1o perceive or

believe about the results of ‘a program mav be influenced by what they»

~ want to-beﬂieve.' Furthermore,.retrospectiVe data may be invalidated by

memory loss . or distortjon (Rossi and Uright, 1977)

Those who maintain ‘a subjectivist" point of view base the1r claim

of

wfor'validity of perceptual data more on an appeal-to experience.than to

"scientific objectivity Subjectivists hold that humantékperlence is

perception -- that it 1s necessary to discover what program participa—'

tion means to clientele, and to allow them to connect events in

identifying the. cumulative effects of multipleiexperiences in program

_:participation.. It is also advanced that perceptual findings on program

fesults are easiér for most study users to understand and use than are
quantitative documentation of program results (Forest_ and Marshall,

1977).

An important'usevof_the survey design 1is to gather perceptions or

opinions about the activities and resnlts_of Extension programs. In

‘many instancés, representative samples of program.participants'\and key

ob ervers perceptions of- Extension program results may het'évidence
sufficient to meet identifled study users' needs in. evaluation and

deci°ionmaking.

44
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Opinions<are surveyed invnay areas, such ast (d) the extent. to
which hxtenaion program objectives have been achieved; (n)”the extent to
which Extension and other actors, agencies, etc., have produccd given
clientele behaviors; and (c)inow satisfied Extension-clientele are with
‘the results_ofithe‘progrnms.

Cross-sectional Surveys

The'cross—sectibnal type of survey is more'consistent with ﬁopjec—'
tivist" approacheo to studying program reqults.i Compared with perccp—
tual surveys, cross- sectional surveys rely less on program participants .
perceptions and interpretations, and | ‘more  upon ’ ]ogically and
'empirically—based quan!itative analysis. The same may be said fgr the
time-series comparison group and field experimental designs.

. 4
The cross—-sectional survey generally includes participants of a

program and nonparticipants as -respondents. Such cross—séctional
fsurveys include all. those --‘or a sample_of thosev—— who are in a
demograpnically or geographically defined populationl(e.g., all farmers
‘or.all adults in a ;tate). Such'a/demoéraphically or geographical]y
defined population wi include both program 'participants andl
nonparticipants or, the cross—sectional survey may be confined)to only
program clientele, making sure to include thodé with different kinds or
degrees‘of program involvement for comparative purposes.

: Cross sectional surveys tend to obtain data on? (a) respondents'
self—reported behavior, qualities, or statuses at the time of the data
qpllection (and, perhaps. at an earlier time); (b) factual, situational
data.such as»self—reportedHparticipation,in Eatension and other pro-

grams: age, formal education and'fanily status, etc.; .and (c) data based

on clientele records.

4
°
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Two possible variations within the croaa~gectional anrvay deaign
should be-mentioned. | g
(1) * Data collcction only from provioualy known program partici—

pants. lere, the cross-sectional gurvey. can only ‘compare

clientele with different kinds and degrees of progrnmi'
involvement.
(2) Data collection from previously"’ known proggam participants and

‘alrandom s§uple of‘the general population in order to.identify

and obtain responses from nonpurticipants.v This approach is a

substitute for sampling & defined population and still gatner'

responses from program‘participants.andnonparticipants. (For
other variations in survey design, see Clark, 1976). |

To deal with the question of hom much an Extension program may have
contributed to specified clientele Behaviors or statuses, data from;/.
cross—sectional surveys. are subjected to multi-variate, statisticalv
analyses, such as: successive statistical adjustments (Rossi and

> Freeman, l9825, factor analysis, discriminant; analysis, multiple
correlation and regression and pathianalysis (Costner, 1971; Hosteller
and lpaey, l977).d Such statiStical'controls are necessary because of
the 1inevitable lack of equivalence in relevant characteristics among -
program participants and non-participants which: may affect specified
behaviors ‘or statuses of clientele, It must be determined to what

‘extent soch'specified.bepaviorlor’statuses.are aétua]ly attributable to

the program rather'than to nonprogram factors. | |

Appropriate multi—variate analysis of survey data can help deter=-

mine the conditions which 1link program partiéipation to results. For

example, program participation may be associated with clientele practice

36
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change only among thono:_cliento]e having curtain personality traita
(u.g.. innovativeness) - or aocio-econOmic ECRCUHeﬂ.'NOnprogtum foctoru
can obacure or exagrerata atudy findings on program resulta, even with’
mu]ti-vnriate nnalysea. |
| Voluntary participation in Extenuion programa 1s a nonprogram‘
' factor which is difficult to control statiatically. Tor exnmple. even.
with complex multi-variate annlysis in a survey, it 1n difficult to tell
jWhether: (a) program participants who are. more in ‘contact with an
Extension program therefore use more recommended 'practices. or,
.(b) program participants who use more recommended practices have sought
more frequent contact with Extension .and otheE sources of similar
“information, or, (giji combination of (a) and (b) are actually the case

over time in some c ical fashion.

. '
While mulfi—variate analysis may provide much statistical control
over nonprogram factorq which confound study findings regarding program ‘
7 results, findings from such multi—variate analyseq still nay be mislead-
i ing.A Multi-variate analyses rely upon, many assumptions @about the nature
:.of quantitative variables 1in the analyses- and the typical relationshipsrL‘
Eamong these variables. It is often difficult to ‘meet these assumptions,
vor touknow-thcvextent to which they are met:_yfailing to meet such
';assumptions“ can substantlally affect study 'findings.' TheA factor of
‘probable differential motivation by program and non-program individuals -
may be addressed by modeling the process of self—selection into E;ten—
sion progranx participation. However, ‘this techniQUe has S0 far had.

’ . -~ .
11mited acceptance (Rossi .and Freeman, 1982). Thus, authors of survey

. ~
O ———

qtudies are advised to take great care in (or avoid) inferring that an
N :
Extension program is a cgusalvfactor in measured clientele outcomes.

.
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The Time-Serics Neaign. . N

when the docision has heen made to study resulta of an ongolng

v

” .
program, and benchmark data on program participantas are avallable and

npplidabla to the program feaultq to he examined, additional data may be

" collected in order to make ﬁ;me-ucfiea comparisons. Additional data

'collected on pnrticipaﬁtﬂ during or.following the program are compared
with the benqhmark data on the same individual pnrticipnﬂtn. . {
Time-series designs are used more frequently ';n E*ténaion;>to
examine rerults of a new program (1mplementation will begih in the
future) or an ongoing program.with.a new set of pgﬁticiﬁanta. Here, a
pretest is‘adminisfered before: thé pfogram begins, and these pfetest
data onfclientc]e‘chafacgeristiés arc‘cémpared with posttest éota on’
these same 1hdiv1du51§." ) | |
Time-ser#es,é;udies wﬁich“tolléct daéa only twiée (e.g., before and,
EfﬁSi programyimpleméntétion; should bé.distinguiéhed frém time-trend
studies whiéh repeatedly meésuge ¢lientele behavior or statuses as they
relate. ul—progrénxvobjectives. An import;ﬁf techniqge in time-trend
.studies 1s‘to compafe time-trend projections of.pre-program'data with
‘observations ofy:the bérticipants,,after program implementation. Ap
indicator of prograh ‘results 1s the diféerence between the observed

"after' specified behaviors or statuses and those'prbjectédhbaSQd on

past overall time-trend data (Hatry, et al., 19813 Rossilénd Freeman,

« - .

1982).

‘ In time-series studies, comparisons with nonparticipants'are not

made, but comparisons may be made’ betwcen the extent of - "before-to-

after" change among participants with varying types or degfées‘ of
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parcicipation in the p‘vrugran‘\. "l‘impwaeriea denigns are not am effeetive
an between=groups designs when indicating how much change conaigte;;t
with program objectives }a due to pnrticﬁpntion .in the program or to
nonprogram inf]‘uencea‘. Reports on time-neries studies should acknow-
ledgé aﬁd addrean the posaible Influence of applicablal non=program
féctors (e.g., flu¢tuation in wepther‘cond{tiona on rulti-year changes
vln crop yields). However, time-neries studies may provide valid énct-
matee of program results where other possible aouf%ea Qr change {n
clienCQlé characteristics énn Se ruled out logically. Aleo.Aif aeverall
time-series studics of a given program are carried out 1in mulfiplc

9itca. each prnducigg's%mi]nr'ﬂtudy findings, rival explanations become
lgss- of a thré?fl//hyime—scriep atuéiea often attempt to catablish
statistical controls in order to determine if or the extent to which
paﬁ;icipétioﬁ in ‘ar Extension program leads t§ specified behaviors or
~ statuses. C . - N
Program parcicipaﬁts' gxper}ence in résponding to the pretest may

indeed be anl important stimulus toward measured change 1n . their

-
v

behavio}s or qualities thch are sought'bﬁ the'programL This pretesting
experience may serve as a stimulus which operates in addition tb;the;

involvement in program activities. Speqial‘ﬂesign techniques may be

.

employed to address the possible influence of the pretest.

<

-

The Comparison Grqgg,Désign

bl

- ~
~

When the decision has been made to study results of a new program

or of an ongoing program which will have new sets of participants, the

» &

comparisoﬁ group design may be employed. The comparison group design



étt?mpta to establish a4 high degréu of ‘aimilarity hetween program -
participanta and a group of nonpércieipanta. Pre-program information
ahout thoase who will be exposed to the program and tﬁoaa who will not
allows the conntruction of nimilar groups.  Sufh "constructed controla”

(Rosai and Freeman, 1982) may he accomplished by matching, as much as

posaible: (n) characteriatics of individual pairs of participanta and

nonpnftlcipnnta; (b) atutintical dintrlbutigkgA pf ralient charnctere-

‘tatics of netm of participants and non-particypanta, or; (c) intact

—

grnugn of participants and non—pnrttcipdnts. : ' , -

The comparison group design ia limitcd ainc:\kitchlng of program
participants and nonparticipanta is only partinl and not complete,
Thus, statistical controls are usually added to a degree of conatrucﬁed

,
control. In using this design, the constructed cdht;ol and atntiqtiéul
control are combined in ordér to attempt to remove or reduce differences
“in the cha;éctcristigs'of ﬁnrticipants gnd non-pnrtiéipnnts whiéh might
~affegt the clientelc behaviors or statuses which are 9ougﬁt - by ﬁhe‘
program.

Authors who use a comparison group design =are generally adviaed”to
addreséaexplicitly the degreé of comparability of the two groups con-
cerning chavacteristice which might pbée an alternate explanétion to
,that of program effect. This mean;\iﬂentifying factors in addition to
the program which may effect the changes specifiod so that ag least
these factors may be accounted for. qtatistically in aqqeqqing Exten-
. slon's degree of contribution to program objectiveq.\/’Statistical

comparisons of, or controls for, program and comparison groups include

characteristics such as age, sex, socio~economic status, and .aptitudes.

vt
<
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Stacia;ical techniques such as ¢n=var1anc¢ analysis or multiple
regreasaion ean correct partially for aﬁch extraneous factors. The
program and compariaon groups mday be compared atatiuticully in terma of
before=to-after gain scores that are adjusted to accaunt for inicidl
differences in "hafore uncores," However, it may be difficult to com-
pensate for any differences in motivation which led program participants
into involvement with Extenaion (Alexander, 1965). This self-sclection
“blak may not be a problém in some comparison group studiea, Possible
etfecta of the preteat or the poattest ncores of the program and compar-

{301 3voups should also be considered.

The Fileld Fxperiment Deaign

When tﬁe decision has been mhde to study results of a new progranm
or of an ongoing program which will have new sets of participants, the
. field experiment design may be employed. This design is also known as
.the "réndomizea gfqup design" (Smith, 1980). The fie]d experiment is so
called becausg it was invented for égronomic field research rathe; than
for biological laboratories where consfructed control pfedominates.

The field experiment rcquires making the program évailablé to
clientele selected randomlx (through chance alone) from gome potential
'audience; The part of the audience receiving no exposure to the progrum
is the "control group," 1i.e., the group which does not participate in
the program or pa;ticipateé in a different program. ‘ . . ';‘ '

In the comparison group design, the set of 'EXtension program
participants may "volunteef” ;6 participate in the'brogram, while the

set of non-participants chooses not to be in the program. This key

/
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difference in the vdluntariem Mcf the two sets -~ participants and
non-participants -- may pose A aerious threat to the validity of~atudy
findings on program vesults, As explained above, those who exprens the
desire to participate in the program may have a greater initial moti-
vation to aehjeve the prﬁgram'a ohjectives than those who do .not
volunteer. )

But, 16 the field experiment, it i{s possible :6 randomly assign
peraons yl\o have already volunteered for program participation to:
(a) participate in the Extenslon program ("creatmcn(“)ﬁ;t' (b) merve in
a control group. In this case, rival explanations for clientele
behavior or satatus can be more completely accounted fo} than in the
p;eviouuly Alacuaaed denighn.

In utilizing random asaignment, the prokram and control Rroups Are
:noc ?xpccééd to be initially ecquivalent; i.e., al}‘nonbrogram factors
afé not constant befucen the program and control groups. Ipatend. the
field experiment design rqndomizés uncontrolled variables among program

"and control groups (Fisher, 1935). With random assignment, tests for

statistical siénificancc can be cmployed {n order to detéfmlne the odds
that any greater increase in program group achievement over that of the
‘control group was brought about by the presence of the program rather
than by uncontrolled factors or chaﬁce. |

In one type df field experiment, observations wifhin the program
and contfol éroups are made both be?;re and after the program. The

types of obgervations in guch a field éxperiment relative to levels of

program objectives and clientele outcomes have been depicted graphically

- (Bennett,.1979). In a second type of field experiment, observations

¥



within the pr;)arem atd centanl Rroups are made only after program
jmplementat ton, {

A préetlcol. human relatiopns problem in conducting a Fleld experti= .-
ment lnuludda the ethies and logintica of gatutng the Lnupata(tou of
control group, members. Although the fleld experimant may ba the mout
effective deaign fur selentifically uoundvconcluﬁlnuawfégardtng progras
re&ulta{ it {as often difficult to randomly aasisn pét(fcipan:u in an
Extenaton educatfonal setting., Those who deaire to parcicipate in-
Fxtenaion pragraﬁa generally expect equal treatment. DNenying partici-
pation in what scemn to be a desivable program, or offering vhat secema
to be a less than fdeal proﬁram to certain participants may pose ethical
queationph, Hovever, it may be replied that until a atudy of program
romilta haa been conducted, {t {u not known whether the program is in
rcnlity of benefit ;:0 clientele (Bennett and lLeonard, 1970). One
poas!ble‘comgromiﬂe mAy be to delay offering the program to the control
gréup until aftci the cxpcrlmcntnl group has completed the program. A
second approach s to ’nsalgh volunteers to "different variations
of progranm intensity, without having a non-program control g?éup. -

]

‘

Summary Comparigon of Designs

While the matrix of Exhibit 3.1 provides a simple way for comparing
and‘contrastfﬁg the study designs. certain dimensions of each may exist
within the other designs. The survey as a technique may actually be a

component of all thé othér designs (Clark, 1976). For example, the

time-series design involves collection of survey data from participants
. ¢ : g
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a4t twa oy more polnta in itmé. The comparison groups deaign, in tuia,
tpcorparates ;ime~sartaq. in waking pve- and posl-progyak coaparisons,
Finally, ;h; tield experiment 1s, in faet, a type uof comparison group
design though {t differs by use ol rvandow asslgnment, gxhibic 3,2
"pfeucnts a furthier wedns of comparing the designs,

oy

Fxhibir 3,21 DPimenstons of Four Study Pesigns

Dimensions of the Deaign

Data Collected VPreteal or Comparisop
Study at Copcluaion Benchmark Dats - Betwpen - Randem
Deatgn of Program ' Manditory Groqps ‘ Asafgnment
Survey X ' ” L '\w
Time-sertien X X
o <
Comparf{son o ’ »
Group X X X .
Field _
Experiment X X X
’-
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CHAPTER 4: OPTIONS IN DESIGNING A STUDY

’ ’ . T -

“ws

[

Selecting A Study Design

The study deSigns discussed .above offer varying degrees of
scientific evidence of proglam results regarding the extent to which
KASA changes, practices, or. end results were effected by Fxtenslon

‘ rather than other sources. However, selecting a study design 1s a

thoﬁghtful process that cannot beb' technically or mechanical]y‘

‘standardized There are advantages and disadvantages in each design,

© and what is gained in one may be lost in another.

While many eva]uators regard the field experiment as. the. idea]
design study for measuring program results, Cronbach (]982) defends
non-experimental designs' for. program evaluation.' Hev‘differentiates
between the job of- the basic'researcher and the- evaluator, pointing out
that advocates of experimental research design often assume: that fixed
'.Fand-limited questlons will be answered through successive studies over a
long period of time. * Study users, on the other hand, often cal] for the.3
illumination of a whole progran and its.results within a comparatlwely%

brief period of time. jGaining a strong cause—and—effect answer to some

) of the many questions about a program's results~through>an eXperimentaIff,;

des1gn must be weighed against the cost of leav1ng unanswered many other

questions about the program effectiveness. Thus, Cronbach suggests

-

that selection of design: for a study -may be based on whether to
sacr1fice breadth of information, ‘that could be gained through a survev,

P

for the sake of more deflnitive answers to narrower questions. - More-

| RGN >
~
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over, the added power of an/ experiment to attribute observed clientele

changes to a program also raises_the risk that the study design will

v

interfere with convenient program implementation.

" Compared "to other designs, the survey - generally rcquires fewer_-..

resources for any given scope of programming evaluated. The survey

design may be selected in cases where it wou]d be difficult to 1ustify a
_qtudy requiring a greater amount of time, money, or - other resources .
which would be perhaps required by the other designs. The survey may be
- selected when the geographic or programmatic scope of the study is
extremely wide, thus requiring..considerable ‘resources for even the
_isurvey design; _ o | | '
A well- designed survey can provide substantial.evidence regarding
‘the exteem of a program s results. However,.assuming that other aspects
of a study are of equal quality, the survey is considered by many design
_experts to provide—weaker evidence than between—group designs on whether :

#

specified‘clientele changes are attributable to -the program 1n.question

(e.g., Campbell “and Stanley, l966). - As mentioned earlier in this
. chap.er, the survey desipn relies ‘either upon reepondents perceptions

\ .
program results, or upon statistic 1 controls to achieve evidence of
'a program s contribution to specified clientele changes. A Well-p]anned

»-and \executed survey . can be more “valid than' a ‘poorly executed
between-group design. - S A

‘ Cronbach (1982) asserts that' "For any evaluation many good deeigns
JR— U
can be proposed but no perfect ones,' and "designing an_ evaluation is

an art." “There 1s not only a choice of'designs, but numerous‘choicesn--

‘within each. design, and those choices will and should vary from. situa-S

v" )

, tiomn t0‘situation. ‘While_it is the study designer,s‘task to produce the

3
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mont useful evidence, he or she is working with a specified amount
of resources - financial"resources,’ staff resourdes and respondents’
(e;g. program_participantsf)'cooperation. Consideration must be given.
to these factors and several—other'facets of the study situationbwhen

designing a study of program results. Moreover,_the;study design must

. be chosen with-a view-toward-how-the study will be used in mind. Thus,

the utility, feasibility and propriety of a design must be considered in

_ addition to the design 8 capacity for providing strength of evidence on

: program ~results . (Joint Committee " on Qtandards for Educational

»

Evaldation,. 1981). - , s : L

You, the reader (as the organizational manager of an evaluation, an’

,evaluator, or advisor to an evaluator) may select or help select ideasv

”-.from ‘the designs described- and the examples provided ,in‘ thisl"

publication.r When you begin to chooselor~plan a design,;remember’there

is no - one best design for all situations. The choice will depend upon

the interplay of several variables, including information needs of

)

{dentified -study,l users, . time constraints, resources -available,

creativity personal Judgements,~ anticipated criticisms, information
available and political climate. There will be no automatically correct

" incerrect’ choice of design.."lnstead, 'the thoice must be a -

'thoughtful creative pr0cess taking into account‘the.realities of the

Extension programming and study situations, and balancing the - various

: trade—offs. Recallftoo, that while we have presented- the study designs

as individual models, a particular study may;require a combination of

designs.

- In addition to the following overyiew of facets of study designs,
suggestions on design selection 'may be fouhdn in Chapter 6 of this
volume.
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Overview of Facets of Study Design -y

Ten facets of study design which are uddressed below may nssint you

in choosing or formulating a study approach. The facets ennumerate
Xﬁyariops considérations in;choosing and executing a study design. While

'presented as separate'éonsiderations,,the facete u;e'intesreiaoedﬂaod
must be considered in light of ‘each other. We have not atteﬁpted to be
exhaustive in our coverage of-design facets: other faceﬁs not treated
here are methods of .feportiog to intended study‘\users, and ethical
.consideragions. | |

The facets of stud& design which we address are:

lf';vProgfam'sisoation :

2, Type of study objectiﬁe‘

3. t&hsources
7%k. < Time frame .
~ 5. Scope

6. Data sources

7. Sampling strategies.

8. Data'collection

9,  Nature of data - -
10. Ahalysis of'&a;a.

3 . 2
N ¥

We willf discuss the facets above 1n the following pages with

_ emphasis upon’ choosing or. determinlng a specific option or options

within each faeet Then, in. Chagﬁer 5, some of these various options o

will be illustrated. for each of the four study. designs by citing-

previous studles of Extenslon program results abstracted in Volume II.
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We have preﬂented the following section ag though readers will be
determining, alone or as a group member. which of the options for axudy
methodology _to select. ;t is . assumed that program‘ leaders and
specialiasts will be able tgqidcntify with this perapecfive and apply {it.
to thefr'foles'ip plenqing'studiee, e.g;,.manager‘fof Extension spon~
sored program evaluneien or member of.uh advising or steering committee
 for an.evaleation. | - | B

~ The key to selecting the‘appropria:e optiehs for designing a'study
ig two fold’ (a) ascertaining“who needs what informatien about program
results for what purpoeés\ and (b) fitting this ﬁdemnnd" for information

with the options for su%ply of such infornation which are actually

/
feasible. The questio s ‘Why is: the study of" program results needed?"

I

must be reconciled with/the answer to, "What kind of study is feaqible’"

pd /S
;hE'ten'facets/?te presented in separate figures (4.1-4.10) and are
A v - . : >
.gnélytically-brqﬁén down into options to help you visualize the choices
. //v ‘ L v /// . ) . R

7

'///f to be madeky}fb/regard to each facet; each jllustration is then followed
//’ ° . . . .

/ , .
by varioﬁs 'éonsiderations" that spell out the visual analysis..

N

¢ : S ‘ .
’ . .. ~ R
_ :
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Fipure 4,1t The Facet of Program Situation
o /’
Ongoing with continuing
participnnta

Ongoing with new
participanta

Status of the

////////program

Primary source
of progrnm
direction

/l\

'New program -

Prugram slituation

AN

Federn]

\

State

Local

1

~ ' o .
, To determine the situation regarding the program selected for
&valuation consider: _ 9 :

l. What is the status of the program?

Ongoing already with clientele who are. continuing to
participate? ' .

: Ongoing already, but to be conducted with a new set. of
! participants7

A new program to be initated with an audience who will
begin to participate in the program?

2. What is the primary source of program direction? -

The federal level of Extension (because the program is ;
federally funded)?

The state 1eve1 (because tﬂe state or campus funds the
program)? - ‘ '

The local level (becausé of county or city resources -
supporting the program)?




<L‘\ Flgure 4.2 The Facet of Type of Study Objective

s

Type of
study

obhjective

To

. o \

////,Hducuclonul .
Individual

Deacribe programi——Practice

(41, ] ‘ v
resultsa \\\\\ ,/’r”’/’Ecﬂnomic
L Impacts é‘docial.

Environmental

Delivcry*modca -
Describe program '
results by progran——Staff expertise
variables :
Participant

L characteristics
Describe program ‘
resultsg relative
to program costs

Value of program
information to ' ‘ _ : \
clientele » 4 N ;

choose a type of study objective, consider whether the intert is to:

Describe how the program participants or others changed or
benefitted as a result of the program?
What have ,thev learned?
‘What practices have they adoptLd. changed or continued’
What are the individual,’ economic, social -and/or
environmental conscquences? ' :

. Describe the resﬁlﬁq of a program rclative to its'variables?

Is the delivery node related to results? .
Is degree of staff expertise, or some other attribute,
related to results? -

Are characteristics of participants related to program
results7 : . . . e -

Determine the least expensive way to achieve intended program
resuyfs or determine extent of results that can be obtained

“for a given cost.

Determine the value perceived by clientele of the 1nfnrmation
qupplled by Exten51on and by other sources for their dec1sion—

making.

sy
H
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Figure 4,3: The Pacet of Resoutcea for the Study

/ Time
7 | Staffe : Fxpertise
=:::::::::::::Voluncecra '
Reaourcea-—-...____~_._ | | a
\\\ --\‘~\\\\\\\Fund1ng ‘ _ .
\ , Institutional _ "

To determine the resources nvnilublé cohsider:

1. Which Extension staff nré available to conduct the study?

b
'

" How mnnyﬁhﬁura are available from Extension staff?
What typéé of expertisc nre‘aﬁnilable?
2. 1Is volunteer helb available?

3. Will funds be available in order to retain non-Extension staff
to conduct or help conduct the study? How much money 1s
available? B T

: R 2

4, What types of university, Cooperative Extension Service or

‘ academic department support will be provided?




Figure 4,41 The Facet of Time Frames

’////,Pruprugram

Data collectionZ———~During propram
Post program
Time : .
frames ' : Short
_ -/ ‘Rctrnapective==:::::::::L8nﬂ a

. Time orientation Immediate

. \\\\\ _‘—__—‘;__,_;'rnjected
. Proapective Actuallzed

To determine the time frames for the atudy, consider:
1. At what point(s) in time will the data be collected?

Prior to the pfogram?
During the program?
" After the program?

2. What will be the time orienta;ion(é) ‘relatiVe to program
results? : ’

Fxanination of past KASA change, practices or end

results?
- § .

\

From a program condugqted recently?
From a progran conducted a longer time ago?

Examination of the immediate results of a current
program? '

Examination of longer term results from a current or :
future program?

Collection of data now on c1iente1c's intended
behavior?

Collection of data at a later point in time on
clientele's actual behavior?
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Pigure 4,5t The Facet of Study feope

Single county

‘ Multt-county
G@ngraphlc""d’“ .}
N State

Multi-atate
One aub-area

e Single prograw Several sub-arveas
ap,fé””" area ~\“~Entire area
Multi-program
area

Overall program

Scopy —— Content

e Specific
o Audicncc“"——"f‘ : .
\ T {eneral

To determine the scope of the study, consider: ' ' @
— S : ' . a X '\.x ’
' " e

.  The geographic area to be covered by the study?
A single county or unit within the county?
More than one county? 1If so ~ which eones?
. ‘The ‘entire state? :
More than one state?
2. Which program area(s) will be examined?
One p;ogram area?
A single sub-area?
Several sub-areas?

The entire program area?

More than one program area?
The overall Extension program?

3. Whether the audience bbpulatioh'will be. the speckfic target

‘audience(s) of the program or a more general audience which
includes the program's audience. R\%
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Figure 4.61 The Facet of Data Hources

[

Participants :
Di;cctl=5x::::::Conpariann peraons

Program
) ! audtence ~———Indivract
Potential,
\ . Data Program ‘ B ’
‘ @ourcouh\\\k\\\\\\\\~provlders _\
Third-party ‘
. observers

To determine the data sources for evidence on program results,,
congider: : - )

1. Which audiences will be asked to supply data?

Program participants una/or comparison or control group
persons? .

Persons having indirect contact with the program through
the program participants?

N ) :
The potential but yet unreach?d program audience?

2, Will data be squght»from the program providers?
3. Will data be gathgréd from key persons and/or coﬁmunity

leaders who obscrve a program but not necessarily as
clientele. :




Figure 4,71 The Facet of Sampling Strategies

Uenaya
. Random
} Single ateps — uata
9 Represens ‘ :
tative \\\\ Proportionate
. Hultinntep::::::::: by strata
"Sampling Disproportiopnate
strategles by strata

Demagraphic-based

Furposive .
T~ gnowball" sampling

N

“"“_,——Rruponuu rate
\ ) '
Particlpau} attrition

Sz

To choose 4 ntrutogv for selecting a nnmple of program providers
and/or audience, consider:

1. whether to study the entire population?

v

2. Whether to select a representative sample of the population? .

Randomly from the entire population?
By quota from the entire population?
Randomly from stratificed sections of the population?
With stratified areas represented proportionately?
Vith stratified areas represented disproportloq@tcly
for the sake of sampling efficiency? .
3. Whether to select a purposive sample, where the goal is to
gain exploratory knowledge rather than to gcncpalize?

Demographic-based selection of sampling units, in order
N to assure examination of varying conditions.

"Snowball" or other reputationally—baqed methods of

sample gelection? . , _ 3

“

4, How large a sample size 1s required to permit the precision
: and analyses desired? '

Considering the expected response rate?

Considering reductions in numbers of paxticipdnta by the
end of program implementation"l

s By T b
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HFipgure 4,81 The Facet of lata Collection .

jingle

Number of tieses

/\

Hultiple

. Face=to=Yace
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Groyp senslons

: Gbhpervattan

Data

eonllection

Techniques
Vritten guesticonaire

A

fecorda oy documenis

Frogram personnel
Coullectorse

\

Non~-progras peracnanel

4

To determine how to collect the data, consider:

1. How many times to collect data froa each information source.

#

Only once?
- More than oncel
2. What technique will be used to collect datal

Interview program pravidcrg.qnd/or participants?

in person?
By phone?
©_In group sessiona?l

Directly obaerve behavior within the atudy naeple?
. . .

. Distribute a questionnaire?

// : Fxamine persovnal or public records and documents?
L o '
3. Who will collect the data?

Paid program personnel?
; e " volunteer program personnel?

Ny

Nonprogram personnel?

Q | o o ) N ose _ )60\ P R
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"+ Figure 4.9: The Facet of Naturewof'Data

o . . - K R R
‘ ' +

N o : V Opinions on current conditions
. ,—’,4/”’/”Retrospective perceptions ;
L Se1f—;eported===:::::::::Perceived amount of change !

'

, over time R, o
~~Factual situation or status - s
~Record-keeping -

“‘5-_~.._.Test scores Paper;and-pencil o S
’ \PSYGhomO tor :.‘ o y

2

vy

(] 3

}fDixect Bbservation

Study personnol

‘\-“~Th1rd parties

'

S0 To determine the nature of the ddta to be co]’ected and ana]yzed
consider. . :

'
¢ .

w%’ ) ) . %
1wl the data be ‘self-reported? h e e e

Data on respondents perceprons or opinions regarding P
‘their current. behavﬁor, status or, surroundings’ RRAT

L Data on recollectlons (retrospections) of behavior,;.' o e
S status or conditlons?_ ' : S

.
a2

.

L "'Data on changes in behav1or, status or conditlons ‘based
o ‘ _.on comparing rety -s-ectivevperceptions and current ‘
e ‘ percepttons\ : -

v o0 Dataﬁon'faci &
' - .or age). ;.

Data generated from records based on-responde#ts v .
obqervationq’fﬁi‘v»‘ ' -”., 4,_:. . SR
programaprqyiders and/or audience ‘be tested for .

\OT sbillﬂ?.» .~. i S

- Theougt pifer-andzbenctl tedts

’ : ~ T H
. 3.7 Will the dana,on program providers andﬂpr audlence be
' ' generated,%ﬂo dichf observatloms of bPhav1or or behavibr.'

4- ? .
traceé or |er data sources?
1 .

t 1rd parties (e g.‘family members
als) observatlons or recordsV'j;f
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. ’ Figure-4}10: ThejFacet of Analysis of'Data
o : K o , o

Ay

o S ’////’,Central tendencies
Descriptive statistics Variations '_ g
-

Multivariate relationshipsd

Analysis A
Techniques _ R

T
i . .

4Inferential statistics

V]
Point estimates o : : Iy
- T, ' S
Confidence intervals

/\*-/

A /—‘—\ . -
) o Hypothesis testing/ s
T o S IR f . tests of significance‘

% . L [ ,
.To choose methods for analyzing data to aScertain program results,
consider' Pn .

1.  What types of descriptive statistics will be used?

‘Will there be: averaging generalizations about clientele‘ -
.outcomes° ‘ :
Will variability among participants be examined with -
regard to clientele outcomes?

LA : o . o S
'Will assoclations between clientele outcomes and specific
- prggtam and/or audience variables be examined? '

'v' Will there be an examination of the simultaneous relation -

o two or more program andﬁor audience variables to . b
. “clientele outcomes, 1l.e.,.- the use" of statistical - ' '
' controls°

. ’ , . _ . ‘ -
2... What types of inferentia] statistics will be used?
T . S v
Are there plans for providing "best estimates of -
clientele outcomes among the total audience for the..

program, based on findings from the study sample’

A ' Are there plans to. provide probability margins for best
' estimates of clientele outcomes among’the total program
audience, based on sample find1ngs°'
~Are there plans’ to test hypotheses that stated clientele
outcomes have occurred among, the total program audience,
based .on sample findings’ Co

Q" > . L.
Va




.

The foregoing facets, and options_Within.theae.facets, have been .

discusned by many authors in the fields of educational and vsocial

rnacnrch and public program evaluatiOn jncluding Rossi ‘and Freeman

y (1982), Smith (1980): and Weiss (1972)/; Our intenr has been to‘compile

)

and - graphically pteqent a type of "checklist" to aid study' design .

formulation within a wholistic picture of thc study planning process
The following chapter will offer a more detailed explanation of

" each design as it relates to the facets outlined above.

‘
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" CUAPTER 5: STUDY DESIGNS, FACETS AND EXAMPLES
ot . N

In this chapter we analyze each: of the four atudy designs according>

to facets describgd in the previous chapter. We cite specific studies

abbtracted in Volume II in order to exemplify some of the options within

the facets. Chapter 5 may serve to familiarize readers with the range

°
of example-studies in Volume II. '

Survey Desgigns )

Types of Study Objectives

* * Survey studiles descrihe"program results 'in terms of different
‘levels of evidence. - Studies abstracted in Volume 1T exemplify program
-'participants' opinions as to . the extent of their knowledge change
(Steele'and Everson, '78), attitude change'(Forest,"77b),'increase‘in
skills - (Tait, '69'VR0Ckwell et:;l '82), or aspirations (Rockvell et
al. '82), as a result of program participation Perceived practice
change also’ is examined using thi‘\V;Z:gn (Goetting, '82 Williams,"78'
and others) End results examined bv a survey include perceived econ- :
omic ‘benefits (Glassvand Reese, 76), perceived improvements in health

-4

and safq%g (Torest, "1, and increased self—ronfidence (Rockwell et

1

al., '82 Stﬁele and Everson,.'78)

-

' Surveys may describe program results according to such “actors. as

»

presence or degree of clientele participation in an ExtenSion program

(Brown, ,67 Dardeau,‘ 775}

A



~

e . _. ! .
Survey studics may alao show clientele's perception of tha role of

Extenﬂion_iniprdviding specified types of information, This type of

" survey generally ghthers.data {rom a represbntntivc sample of a defined

population and may be callq%;¢1 "value of information suthy"i(AWn and
, | , e
Crowder, '77; Bogenschneider, '77). ‘ ']

) .
Time Frames

" Surveys lend themselves to the retrospective examination of program

-

results--short term (Kanarek, '78;_Tait, '69) and long term (Rockwell et

™~

~al,, '82). Some surveys:. include prospectiv& data on the actions of

L

clientele, e.g. stated intentions_orfaspirations to engage in specifdc -

-

Lo 3 R -/
practices which are recommended by an Extension program (Goetting, '82%, -

Scope of Studies

Some of the survey examples included in Volume IT examine a program
in only one geographic unit or county (Awa and Crowder, '77), others
exemplify multi—county surveys '(Rockwell et al., '82) and others
statewide surveys (Goetting,;'82 Steele and Everson, '78;.

While the maJority of the survey design"examples in Volume II
focus om a single sub1ect matter area,‘Rockwell et al ('82) and Summers
and Zeller ('78) examine more than one subject marter area;. Forest and

Marshall ('77) cross program areas and examine - results of the overall

Extension'program in one Wiqconsin county as perceived by partlcipants

Data Sources

‘Besides collecting evidence from program participants, surveys may:

also gather data -from third parties, for example, parents of 4 H partic—

-

, ipants (Steele and Everson, ‘78;‘.Summ€rs and Zeller, 7. Dat%'_h

TR e 7_4_ |



1colleqtion from the potential:audience inr A program is'exemblified by
Awa and drowdcr ('77) and Bogenschneiderr (*77). Dardeaw ('77) and
anent and Marshall ('77) also dchonadrd:c coliection of dnta from a
_ random aumplo of a geographically . defined population, to dincover hoth

r o,

the tota] extent. of participation iu a program and the aelf-teported.~
‘ rcsults of participn:I:a in that program.

Data may be collectcd from commuaity leaders as observefs of
program results (Forest et al., '76). ‘Data may be obtnined from public

records. as a supplement to survey_data from clientele (Frye and Miller,

'76).

QamE}ing Strategies

_Studying a- small number of participants, Forest ( 77b) and Glass.
and Reese ('76) included the entire population 1in surveys. Simple
random samples were used by Bogenschneider ¢ 77) and Kanarek ('78).
Stratified sampling was used by White and Ladewig ( '79) and Tait (' 69)
williams ('7&) selected sample size expressly to be large enqugh to

insure ‘a sufficiently accurate representation of the population. - . '

i Data Collection f . | . o o, ’ ‘ 7"

Techniques for data collection in the survey include the face-to;
face‘bersonal interview (Dafdeau, '77), the teleph?ne interview (White
“and iadéwig, '79), mail qﬁestionnaircs.(ciass and Reese; '76){ or some’
combinatign of the above (Steele and “Everson, '78). Brown' ('67)
demonstrates how survey data may be subplemented with data froﬁ direct

observations made byliﬁterviewers. Forest and Marshall 77 demonf

_, strate the use. of non-program personnel as data collectors.



Nature of Data

d

Self-reported opinions on respondents' current farm and woodland

‘ v v \ :

production practices were collocted by Brown ('67) and Dardenu (‘70).

Moat of the survey anmplcﬂ in VolumeaIT are based On%bulf-raportu of
pxogrnm pnrticipanta regnrding the amount of percelived ;;;?pc in thelir
behavior or ghange In qualities due to thcir lxtension progrnm partici-

v’pution (e.g.» ‘Summers and Zeller, '77). White and Ladewig ('79) elici-
»l”toted respondents'’ (a) retrospective perceptions rogarding their past

behnvior, and (b) perceptions of their current behavior, comparing

self-reported behavior before and aftervparticipntion atatisticall}.

Ana]ysis of Data

Most of the survey examples in Volume T[ utilize percentage distri~-

butions of self-reported pwaﬁfam results for Sfrticipants as a whole.
HOWever,lsome of the examples compare the distribution of responses of
program participants exposed to different program delivery modes (White
,;andﬂladewig, '79). Length of program participation is correlated with
:the extent of self-perceived program results (Rockwe]l et al., '82)

| Dardequ (' 77) examines associations betneen participsnts ‘characteris--

: o
tics and adoption of specified practices.

£y

‘Summsry Statement on The Sutvey Design

~
L3

The survey is a va]uable design for conducting studies of perceived

program results. If nonparticipants are included in a survey, a variety

fe

A
of multi—variate statistidal analyses can be employed to ‘learn Exten-

o

- sion's contribution to clientele behavior or status.,-Surveys can be

' comparatively simple, inexpensive and less time consuming to - implement
§

76

\68



_.xthan the nthér dculgna.daacribed {n this repourca. Also, the survey is
" flexible and can be used to aecurexevldenca of resultn of A program that
RL nlruudx In progross, -
vvciumc n cohtn{nn abafrnctﬂﬁof 17 qfﬁdica which utlfized 5 nurvéx.'
desipn, (Six of the 1; inc1¥de findings on end results, 1.0._hrogram

impacts.) Five additfonal survey studies .not abatracted in Jélume II

. ¢ . U M
are referenced in the section on Further Readipgs-Survey, wﬁich appears

',"" oY
‘at the end of this chapter, ’ R
' . o .
: s;;dme-Series besigns ' - . .

"Types of Stﬁdy Obiectives '
. . _ )
Change in clientele knowledge ard attitudes has been measured using

,pré- and pés:tcsting (Crowe et al., '76). Kingdon and Toensmeyer ('75)
compared knowledge change as well as practice change at six—month
. intervals using -self-reports of‘food consumption to determine a pro—
'gram'é poiﬁt of diminishing returns. Time-series designs hhvo docﬁ-
mented program end results in termé‘qf‘econom1¢ gain (Strickland et al.,
'765; increased agriculgurél prdduction (Ladewig and Edm&ﬁdson, '72) and
positive self-cnncep; (Marks, '71). |
ATime—series'vdesignsv bave also been employed to examine program
resuits‘as related'to vag}ous delivery modesA(Texéﬁ AgricuiturélﬂExten—
sion Service ;'74),.érogram inﬁensity (Carter, '80) and degrees of staff
expertise (Marks, ;71). Mérks ('7D) alsa ex;mined program resulté in

relation to specified audience characteristics..

w e 6 77




Time Frames - | , '

In nddltlcn;‘io cnllaéthg data both before and 9ftur prngrnm
participation (Hartman and Hrown, '70), some time-serien atudles collect
data for a thivd time (purhﬁpn monthn after the close of participation),
in order to check for maintenance of nﬁ& clientale progrena (Marks,
'71), Other time-series studies collect data at intarnnls througnouc
progfam participation (Kingdon and Toensmeyer, '75).. Some tlme-aerica

]
studien obtain data on program delivery or program participation over

the duration of a time period of program implementation (Carter, 1980).

Scope of Studies ‘L N | o

Time-serics studiea can be carried out within a single geographic
unit (Crowe et al.. '75) or in multi unics (Ladewig and Edmondaon, '72)
The time- serics design is particularly applicable when studying a single
subject over a wlde geographic area (Cnrter, '80), since limiting the
program subjece matter helpé to simplify the tomplexities involved in
multiple date collections.
~

- Data Sources

L

In addition to collect ng data directly from the progrém partici-

pants, qupplcmentary pcrceptua] data and opinions may be collected

through surveys of’ munity obscrvers (Crowe et al '75; BRalliet,

N .
'78). Qupplementary qurvev data may also be collected from those who

are in turn "clientele" of the program participantq (Brown and Nelson,

\'77). .
75 L o
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Sampling ttrategies

Kingdom and Toenameyer ('75) aam‘pled fam{liea from each of three
rount-tuu"prnpc;rclonntcly to the mumber of p:"ogram. families 1n, these
reapactivn vountles, In a proportional random eample, Carter ('B0)
.employed 4 statewide random aamplé of dairyMcn {n a survey comhined with
o time-acrien utudy. |

~

Data Collection

¥

.&géf and pcat4hneationnéiren né employed byACrnwa et al, ('75) af@
typlcnl‘ of a data collection technique' commonly used in timu-ne%ioa
studies. Records kept by clientele over a pcrio& of time Mny be
employed fq study economic 1ﬁpqcta (Balliet '78) and changes 1in agri-
cuLtp?n} prQéuctlon (Ladewig and Fdmondson, '72), Pre-. and post-
pro;inm Hata gnthchQ‘in personailinftrviews can prgvide.evidence on
practice change. lLadewig and Edmondson ('72) goilectéd pogt-program'
only data on participants' perceptions of change 1in tﬁéirlstatus,in
~ order to supplement a time-t;énd‘analysis.- Likewise, a mail qpestion?
- neire sent out by the TexasiAgri§ulfural Fxtension S;fvice ('74) pro-
vided auxiliary survey data to the time-series énalysis of the study.

If data on Extension program staff o; clientele can be qbtained‘
- from an existing database rather than tﬁ}ough a spgéial dﬁta collection.
effort, the task of data collection may~be:simpiified. For example,
Car;er ('80) exploited state—wgde datq on Extensibn program activities,
by county;units; collected routinely during a perlod of time through the-

Tennessee Extension mag:gement information system.
, . ; ;

L
’
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Analysts of Data -

The mainrlfy of the time-serles atudien presented in Volume 11
_ eXpress  program reaults an percentags ‘changes., Marks ('71) used
analvris of varlance to teat whether scores Indicatiwg self-gateen
increaned nipnificantly (wtatintically) from the preteat to the
porttests, and whether theve wan a difference tn program resultn by
prof:uainnﬂl and non-profeasional Extension Staff, '

In determin!ng‘thc rélntiouship between program results and other
variables, Hartman nnd'“rnwn ('70) used regreusnlon analyais to determine
whetherT;ruximity of Extension demonstration farma prcdintn changel 1u
farmers' practices. Mulriple regression analyaias employed by Crnw;;;)
al. ('7%) ~determined the vrelationship between program results and
frequency of bnrticipnntﬁ' attondance at Fxtension meetinga, Carter
('80) 1nventignted rhe percent of variance in dnirympn'n ancceptance of

;rccommendcd dairy production prnbtices that could be explained by extent

of contact with Extennion through applying lirear and curvilinear .

~!

_ regression analyses. A

" Summary Statement on the Time-Series Design

The time-series design may be selected to obtain rmer measure-

ments concerning changes in -behavior, qua]ities or status of program
participants than data based  on perceived changes. Comparod with thc
survey, a longer time period is generally required for defining program

resnlts. The dcqign may be suitable for examining program results when’
'using a comparison group is impractical or unnecessary. .

Ten abstracted studies included in Volume II use the time- scrieq
'design for asgessing progran results. (Six of these 10 qtudies include

72 .
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' -
tindings on propvam end vesults or {mpacta;) The reader may also wish
to rvefer to four time-series atudies which are not abatracred {in

volume 11 but ave rveferenced in the Further Readings at the eclose of

this chapter.
' . ’

F

Comparison Group Designs

4
Typea of Study Objectives ]

The comparison group deslgn han been uied to compare program
. ‘ .
participanta and non-participants with respect to change in knowledpe
) ¥
(Subaima, '61), attitudes (Street, '73), and aspirations (Green et al.,

'}Qlip Practice change has bheen similarly examired (Aldrich, '75). Fnd

% .

resulta mqguured in compartson group designa hgva included “quality of

MHfe" (Street '73), labor cfflcicncy.(Alexandor and Loqg}aC. ;6?\. and

- fncome (Aldricﬂ; '75)?/ Cnmpnrisonq.of'proginm results have beanlnﬁdb"
rognrding partrctpants,th pavc rc;eivcd: different program activlginﬂ.-

1.0.; treatments . (Mauk, ‘fs);”b}ogrnm.dellvg;y by sataff with varying .

levels -;k' expertise (Street, '73); or, 1n;tru¢tionnlﬁ actiyitl%» in
different learning cnvl}onméhts (Boone and White, '}6). o

Time Frames o %é

Posttcnting in comparison group studfes can occur ”immcdlately‘

- following a short term.program (Boone.und White, '76); a lqnger-term

program (Aldrich, '75), at set intervals throughout the program (Greén'

et al., '72) or at some interval of time following program participation

(Subaima, '61; Marks, '71).
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Beope of Srudies N
heope uf atlgles ‘
(]

Compartaon group designs have heen used tu cramine the reoults of *.\\
programs in sipgle counttes ox geagraphic units (Cruenhagen, 'n9) and f{u
. v .
s pulti=county atudies (Alexander and Longest, '62). While woot vomparis

. / v ' o
sun group studies Focus on one auybject within 4 progras avea, Aldrich
('7%) waed the denfgn to vramine the effects of ol Integrated agri-

cultural and home economies program, o

h@ta hourcen . . ' ‘ ?

Data collected directlys from progras Sparticipants  and  non=
participanta may be supplemented with observations %y third _pa;t§ .
observern (Subafma, '61), Hnst_cnmpufinon RYOUPSH rcprescntéd‘nmoug‘:hé
5(Qdivﬁ were based on thely objective atmilaricy t6 the tﬁﬁprPtin

profgam Rroups of the satudien (e.g., Alexander and lunpcﬂt. 'b' Hauk

'79; Street, '73).  In contrast, CGreen et al, ("I xntnb!!nhcd

b

comparison groups comprised of dcﬂinhatcd fricnds of members of the .-
N I} v ) . . -
prugram groups, . Lo : . - éﬁf#'
o ) .“ﬁ%‘
Qamplinh Strnteglc N A .

PR R . e .

y A census of pnrticipantn and compariuon 1nd1vidua!ﬂ ia useful whén;

4

. 5
-thv s;udv concontrn:es on - a prngrnm of )1m1tcd size- and/or Rmnll geo-

U e ey
”_graphic area (Mauk, '75). andga nrpling within qttutifﬂed scctionq of

a gcnc ral populntion Was omploycd bv Crucnhsgcn (' 69). while Alcinndc
and . Iongcqt ( 6“) uscd a modificd random sample of progrnm pnrticipantb

and non- participanls. btrcct (‘73) emplovvd stages of qnnpling with a

-convenicnce Hawple {ollowcd bv a qEratitied sunpling procednre.

s ©

O
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Collecting the d&ta can include' W personal

N r

ail'gnestionr'

- % . .
69),‘records and documents (Al er'ra"nd Ilo’ngest., /
. . ‘ ' 4} L .
esc:;lng ,&Booﬁe and White, '76) While brogram personnel. may"

" W

th ‘resp0nsibility for collecting the data,‘Gruenhagen ( 69) and-
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T Summary Statement on the Comparison Gr’oup Design
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1nrluence on- cllinte]e outcomes of factors other jthan :.
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program. Howevet, .

’ -

nonparticipnnts and in achieving sufficient actunL_or analytic compar— -

1’ [ ooy A

nbility hotween program ‘and compnrisonf%roupa.nguch problems make the

7 i
}) ‘ 1, o "

S ,4comparison group design more difficu]t to imﬁléﬁbnt than - the two withiné:

A

(R ST

‘f5. _group designs. Insufficient comparability mayﬁ

SRR R
e RXeS

'Wsions rcgarding program resulta._

1.

lead to erronoous concdul*j

3

,%

. ‘%ﬂ .

' Eight studies are abstracted in }Vclume IIx which employed a
. oo . S ))
R compariaon group design. (Six of the cight studies inc]uxggfindings 'on
. - . . .» ‘\‘\L s ) ) :*';r
are cited in .
" R
/ K ‘ . a '4;_“'.""
bield Experim%ntLDes gnsﬁal & ;f"_., ‘ U
R & i LTl e T S .
e e R #
’-g{[frk The field eXperlment i}p effective in demdnstfating Extension
. « " / - . -1, "- 'Q f a
. ﬁrogram-induced KASA and practice change,_ as all of the Vo]ume II
_T' abstracts illustrating the field experiment design show._ BOWering:et
S SRR - SR 0

-_:_. al '.8) mstudied end results of sa nutritlon program with - field

'results in relat1on to type

.J .

“ :‘ 0
eXperimental degsgn. Comparlsons of prog@
. 2 PR3

:f@f;ﬁoftﬁellvery mode were - made by Honnold et al ( Bl)t_ I;ent and Kinlaw

L .

ness as did Bowering et al ( 78). ' Honnold et al. ( 81) uniquely

5. .ucompared program results to Extension cost per program part1cipant.._m ot
: Program results can also be examined in relarion to partlcipant charg:—i,;*
"V; teristics (Trent and Glass, '77‘ Scherer,f'77) i L,Q,=.'
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. ('76) also used the Field experiment to compare delivery mode effective— .
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y

‘

Time brames - p‘~ ’
sy )
. y“~ Tt is possible in one variation of the field experiment to collect

C - &

‘ dntq, regarding program participonts only at the conclusion of the
v - ' .) ° ’ %

. - program, However, protest scores, or benchmark data. can facilitate

'; o field experimental analyses by providing evidence on degree of initial

equivalence of the participant and non-participant gfbups (Trent and

B ’Glass, "77). o o o = 35,“': R X
‘ . . : - /ﬂ' : —— ' ) ,“" f
\Sometimes pretesting may not be - desirable due td its reactive'~

veffect." That is, studies of preté/ted individuals indicate tha they.%"
tend to improve their perforna/ce on the posttest Eegardless of their.
type of program ekposure, or.even with no- exposure to the program (Trent'(‘
and Kin]aw,"76) The pretest itself may actually conceal the program

(treatment) effect by sensitizing members of the control group so that.;'

e

;_ " ;§£ir posttest scores are affected.l Therefore, the pretestnis often not

'on&gcting a, field experiment (Scherer,.'77) .

.o
,. - . . . ) . . o . {“‘

ministered Whem{

’ Scope of Studies S o T 'l_ ,'»j" C

‘

. [T
~ «The field experiment deqign can_ be applied to studies of anyv; e
- ) R SRS . ot

g'n./ geographic scope. Bowering et al. (i78) studied cliente]e of a singlef;i

& - S
baby clinic, while oth field;ﬁxperiments have examined program results

in severa] countie" ,ent and Glass, ), in sample counties qf.the’

w - entire state (Trent and Kinlaw, 'J%6), and across two states (Honnold et

3 R
.- al., ?81). '
e »
Sampling Strategies . ; )
% sal Pield experiments that are narr:? im geographical scope méy Stﬁdy;

the entire program population (Bower ng et al.,» 78), while those that

[;BJ!;,‘ . L \;f : _%\' SRR - . ’ AR e




“ are. broad ln gcogrnpm 7 po wlth a lnrgc numbor of partifzipancs mny - ‘\4
" use’ qtmplc rnndom sampling (Scherer. '77) ‘or a two—step rnndum uampling .-“L
o .J r ) u\’ *
proccss (Trent and: Glass, '77) On the other hand, Honno]d et al (?ﬁ%w, S

i o . . fLaL ;‘u‘ 7(_ ‘ ol
conducted a censua of participnnts even though thc program hnd over: 35qu e
. Y

participants enrolled o -;'b o i Ty L R

.

Data Collection ' : oo . o '5

' Aa dcmonstrated in five of the fie\d experimentnl studies ¢ inl
.,y -

fiVolumciII; the personal interview can lend itself to this design.. Paper

.V - ’

"pendil testing is useful (Trent and Glass, '77) as . well as a, mailed'
N »

v L 4 o S ) !
Lt .+ Nature of the Data ' : AR
o

. tests to measure knowledge change (Honnold et al., '81),;;scdzil : .f, @

blnmeasurQ&attitude change (Trent and Glass, l977)&ang,§tructured sl

\ P

reporting to measure prartice change (Yerka, '74) Angexceptibn to then
e s, 'S ‘

tendency' for field experiments to use highly quanﬁified data is the

.

examination of participants _ and . nonpart1cipant controls perceived ','L”

practice f:hange Kgar,ren et al.,’ '66) " W ‘_ o '

0.
- . RO e P “ '

Analysis of Data

~ As’'shown in all of the Volume 11 abstracts, some form of stat1sti— _
IR \' )
g cal analysis compares differencés 1n the mean test scores of. &hc program

- q .
'and thc control groupsa Tﬂis analys1s determines if these ﬂifferences

E ’

. are statistically signiflcant. Several studies also .examine the -

)




‘osrolhtion'between varintions in pnrticipant h.levior and %hnrncter-

1stics. (n) of the Extcnsion program providers (‘erks, '74), and (b) of

]

.thc progrnm p ticipnnts (Trent and Glass, '77, Scherer, '77) ‘ '.' ‘
m gpcicinmte. ¢ i !

: Summary Statement on the Field Experiment Design '~
. ’
The ficld experiment can provide strong evidénce of an Extension

¥ . wo
progéam 8 results by gccounting for other factors which may have : e

sffectcd clientele. However, ‘the field experiment is more - effect&ne in,~”@&
© ' - Cor Ty

studying structured narrower-scope programa than programs with a wider

scope in content or subject matter and with less structure. Use of the
, . , .
field experiment requires close cooperation between program managers and

-
“

progfam evaluatorS% in order to -satisfy. study design requirements.

- 7 ]

"isiﬁ’ Whe it is feasible and ethical to use random assignment, field

.

i experimental findings can be very scientifical]y persuasive in measyring
. e ‘.. . . 3 i S j""’-'v‘t
‘jk' "i'EutensiOn program results.q - %’ o ; ' S o

Volume II cohtains ab tracts of seven studies using a field experi-

]

Y ' h ment deSBgn. (d?ﬁy'.one- o the _seven studies. includes findings ‘on .

;*f .h Program impacts or. end results. ) Ah additional study is referenced in
.the-Egtther‘Readings. ‘55 _;:- 33‘ ST ht - ,' R
B Tt S

t : . A

o B General Comments and a ReminJEr Lot . '
th ) '\‘ '. - 4 AR ‘- . " _,‘;h. P .t
" The citations‘“above,g to’ stuﬂies ,in Volume II which exemplify
i (9 r

° options within the, design faceﬁﬂ§¥;re not at all Fxhaustive. many more

o options within the facets could be exemplified by the studies. We hopé

. G,", K

that a sufficient number of facet options have been explored to suggest “?

.o

"_4 : the richness of the Volume II abstracts as a resource “for. plaiping
future studies of. Extension program results. ' o T T B ";i
. .! 2 . . . ’ : : ) .
. ' .
< 'J' : "'7“90.‘_.' PP '
Q \ Tl
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Alnn. itrshouldvha noted that the ntudiea co ain other intercating
1nd hclpfu] nspocta for p]ﬁgﬁing studits. bor Exnmple. relative to

ers nnd uses. of studies, Forest's ( 77b) tcchnique of identifying

. o *
atudy users' criteria for judging success oflthe'program is noteworthy,—

and, the concerns by legislators and administrators which led to

Coetting 8 ('82) atudy are inatructive algo regarding users .and- uses.
o &g.: v
Forest and Marshall (' 77) also identify a study user's (administrator 8) _7

apecific request as. the baris for .their study of an entire county

T 4

N

Extension program,
. . . » iy . . . . . ._t ‘ ‘
' Before you inspect morée closely the abstrat&in Volume"II, we wish
j;;ghese examples wefe gelected from among those avail—'

o

the .sources previously discussed. They»age not necessarily -
i}-\' K.' . 'ﬂ'u., :
ve@!a "model" tudies, but rathqp as' exémples of studiesﬁ'

D s . LR
rthe four study designs presented. The examples show how

Note also t&at several of the studies, while grouped within a

particular design, really used more than one design., And some of the‘

- .

studies which are grquped within a particular Extension program area;_ L

actually encompass program ‘activities in more than”one»program aréﬁ. '9
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Bennett, CoF, (1982). Reflective appraisals of programa (RAP): An
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!

J

Diklman, D, (1978) "Mail. and tclephOne surveys. N.Y.: John Wiley' .

d
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Frickson, S. & Olien, C. - (1961). Evaluation of TV clothing series
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Vdl. 1l (pp. 9- 12) Washington, DC: .Author. '

LY

"%Wk Aguabry. H.P., Winnie, R. L., & Fiak, D.M., (1981). Practical program
w.. evaluation for state and ]ocai government. Washington.gﬂc. :
; Urban Institute. - o

Howard, G. (1980) Response shift biaa. A problem in’ evaluating

4 intervcntions with pre-post solf -reports. Evaluation Review, 4,
93 106.

"'Pfannstiel. D.C. & Hunter, M.S. (1968). Extending-Cooperative
* Extenslon education to Mexican-American families - Program oo
methods and evaluation. Abstracted in Scienge Management *
”Corporation. (1979). (as referenced in Hardee above), i&p@$

o 129 130)

.. . . . AT s -“#' .
A Rossi. P H., & Freeman, H. E. (198?3 ’ FValuation A systematic
o roach. Beverly Hills: Sage,’

- Seiders, R.W., 1I. (1972). Dietary adequacy of homemakers
participating in Extension's EFNEP in selectéd Tennesse
counties. (Thesis) ABstracted in Kappa SystemQ, Inc. éqziﬁ)
referenced in Abbott, above) (pp. 199- 201).
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PART 71 1= SUMMARY ANﬁ CONCIIRTON
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Dacisions, Deginlonn
het 4

e
.

s

L.ike an art collector nettiog out to choose a work of art, you as

. . ! '
_a. propram evaluator, evnluatinn sponsor or advisor have abundant

choices. Reading this xeaourcc publicution ts like bruwaing thrnuPhN‘

S art gallery. You began in the gallery's énin hall and have puﬂacd

thrﬁugh.thc corridorﬂ“diﬂplnying cach atyle of art, examining saome of

the poauibilitica. You stand, once ngain. in the main hall, Tt's now -

ci ¢ to begin ynur reconsideration of types of art in. ordcr tn avlcct
a suitable ‘plece. Remenber that you may find no single picée“of art

. to be perfect: the benuty ot each is in the'eyeé of’its bcholders.

< Likewise, there nny be no aingle best design for an- evaluntion,

_"valuation is itself an -art (Crgpbach, '82) Your choicc or
L %

rccommendation will dcpend : partly on such factors as yggié{

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

. ) o e b

- ; P Y s '\m ﬂ”" .
‘\ndminidtrntive, program delivery, or evaluation responbibilities.

9’

».\. \

Your choice or recommendation also dg?ends on budgets, time available,

anticipated criticiqms of the capacity and rigor of a design, and the'“

L

political climate. "As you plan for a study of program results, select

- a study 'design As you wquld a piece of art, fitting it to the
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1 A Summary b{ Stnrfﬂﬁg Points

‘results. These starting points tend to follow the facets of design

'sitpations. In guidelines three thrpugh six the ‘"ifs" refer to

.

“ﬁ&l@a Judgment s, uunrarnlng which Fxtenaion programs are tu he
’ . . N . .

vvuluatﬁd Cormally and how, upa;ata all along tha Hne," gomgiuff3h¢&é;<‘

- vnlua 1udbmanta aru exvltci(z uthera are 1mplirlt.

Value Judgments on selection Na utudy dantgn and facets are hesr

made expljcitly, from the atart, and continually reV1awed. “Yueh value

judgmentn will probably influence the atudy findinga and the ensuing

¥

vanuattnwﬁ of a program. ' Acbnrdingly. we advise Jtudy teamt .to

recnrd chctr prmmlucn hnd valug 1udgmonta tn nclacctnk nnd 1mple~

+

’

@

hunggty.,and hnllcvablllﬁy.,

LW 3 ) )

You may now be ready to choose or formulate'n’ design in planning

A I 4

a studv.of program results, but perhaps the many observationa vou have

adé while "browsing" have lgft you *rather overwhc}méd; So, at- the

sk of oversimplifying an individuallized process, we offer you seven
: ‘ : e ,

stnrtlng‘pb{nts for selecting a destgn to study Extension program

. -
. e
~a
* wm

The seven starting points are expressed graphically below ‘in the

discussed earlier.

form 4of._"éif~ther?' guidelines, 1In a manner of, sf)eaking, if vou view
your siﬁuatlon as corresponding to "A," then consider options "M or

&

\“n~N.“ Ory 1if &our situntioh is "B," then consider options "N, Y or 2."

In. guidclincq one and two, ;he "ifs" i:%y to Extension progfhﬁming

s

A
L
¢

‘vmvptlng a dtudv denggn and deaign fachﬂ. with a view toward clurity.u

ﬁﬁl L
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fQ;mln!euded atudien of program results, Guideline seven

g*é(ﬁt’n !u*hp;!l} ‘ﬁ}ngram and study requi rements, . we ; .
. [l § ! . . O . ! o ' ' .
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predented tn the centar ‘eolunne with the various “'then’ options pre-

aented tn the. pight column, There may - Ne. occasfonal excepfiona to

the peneral {zatfonn {0 thede "y

44444 'f;;hén?' puidelines, - *‘

W,
1 . .
5 e g
: ‘ qt .
T 'S
. [
.
N v
-
- .
w
A3 .
s
B '
o B
-
" .
’
-
» L)
1
W
- ”
\
FJ
: 3
L ,’
¥ ..
N. *
~ . i
* v
» - *
' [ )
N _
i
: ra
s B > -
- ’
¥ - 5 A
o . 'S
‘ N
. . .
S
»’ . .. .
‘ \l-‘I’
s '
J‘ .
° s,
-
. - ’
L& .' . v M
, .
r -_.- ‘
- 9-.
i . . .
— T, B}
91 [y .,
. .
. e »
. .
@ .
N « - & . v ,
. .
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LOW

' ’ , : : /’Survey .
If centralizatlon bf i:\ : ~ b L ,.
program direction is Moderate————f-—4—Time1series © »

5

R 3 “High= —e . Comparison group
R L N ] Field experiment.
. SRR TN . ' N

A LI N .
. ) . 7 - . ) -
3 v L / _— 7

‘ Studies of the results of programs which are variable over time’

— . g ~
/

and by geograph1c site are generally m;?e feas1b1e through the survey

design. Such variabllity in specific rogram obJectives, audience and,;'

/

de11very methods occurs when Extension programs have decentrallzed

program direction, €:8. county direction of programs is emphaqized
» . p

rather ‘than State d1rection..-T e flexibility of - the survey design

permitq it to cover a 'broad. range of program events and consequencesp

v

SubJectivist study methods wh h are frequently-employed in the survey '

design permit aggregating /Upecific program-results of a variable .

' nature into more global categorles of program results.

F3

T Studies of the resufts of programs with more centralized direc— .

~ » /-
7y /

o tion ‘may wuse th gime-series or between—group designs. Greater

i -

centralization of diﬁection usally means more standardlzation of the
/. . - ’ f .

program acroSs state, district~or county lines. And, progFam standar—

/ v / .
dization aids objectivist methodologies such as highly quantified

,fmeasurements- of/ changes in clientele performance/status which are

Y

’1evélixare typically more Standardized.’ . -

. / ; 3 ; [
typical of tﬁmeiseries,

arison group and fie]d experimental

studies. d}gh program standardization also contribute great]y to the.

formation and use of comparison and/ox control groups. Programs which

‘are authé;ized and funded“Wholly or primarily from federal or state

£

R | S

&
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Figure 6,3: Degree of'Certainty_Needed Regarding Program Results

~. - . - s o

N o ) . Coe C /Survey
Lo ’ Moderate .
- 1f degree of . —-_~—~—‘U“-—-Tlme—series»‘

certainty required >

by study users is ‘\\\\\\ __’__——_________Comparison—group
. High

a_______________-
Fleld,experiment

S . .

If a significant evaluation audience has demand1ng standards for

proof that an Extgg§3on program caused or contributed to cl1entele

_béhaVior or status, "the evaluator - should consider a "between-group

des1gn,=1 e "a comparison group or f1eld experiment These des1gns

PR

" are particularly effective in- proving that changes in people or their ‘

env1ropm5nt ar;}due all ox- “In - part tpo an Extension program rather than
‘ - . .

to o&hdr factofE. However, the survey and time- series des;gns are
-4

also capable of producing credible findings ~on Extension program‘

results, depending upon audience for the study, 1nstrumentation,,data‘

¢
5

- collection ‘techniques and especially.statistical analysis and controi.

]

’/

Jo

Moreover, the survey may be the only: design feasible for studyingmt

4 +
P

results of some programs.

Reliability of evidence on resultq‘of an Extension program may
L4 .

have 1mplications for the. way in which the* Extension' program is

’

| conducted, as well as how it is. evaluated Study designs which

Vew \
.

provide the higher degrees of scientific certaintv .regarding ‘an

Extension program s (vs. other tactors 3] results also pose constraints

/on how the progran -is conducted For‘example, a between-group desi%n
: r C

] .

~may aﬁfectvprogram'timing, program.cost pé} participaﬁt and locatioﬁ;

of program'implementation.°
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Figure:6;A; Study Resources
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o : : ‘v .- Low- ' —Survey '
1f study . ;/’(/’f’f~ ] . \ o o

resources compared Moderate ———————Time-series

§o '

‘ to,scope -are - , - - « .
e ST : ~High - bomparkson group
/ B . ii&f\ﬁ“‘~i-_;_ T
R N : . : Field experimeﬁt
. : S v ey ot

\ .
_ needed for. each of the study designs under consideration must be

- addressedg“ In general the _survey design costs less per person (or
group) covered by the study. Surveys based on retrospective data
regarding program re;ults may ‘use relatively 51mple (and thus less

@

’ . i kS

: require more’ frequent data collection than surveys afid@ thus use more

.
»

‘resources.A .Relative  to the .time—series study,_ adding data from

T - 9 N ,
comparison. or control groums for . the. between—group designs also

-0 P ‘1

increases the amount of data to’ be collected and analyzed ' i“'”
B!

L7

»

' The questions of how many dol]ars and how much staff time w1ll be .

costlyO statistlcal treatment of the ‘data. " Time-series studies

Concern1ng scope of | programming examined for resdlts, the survey

« \

is likely “to provide broadest coverage. However, the evidence on’

program results from a. survey is more likely to be based on client:ﬂ

perceptions. . f-‘ S

i S e B R

Program evaluation expertise is also a resource that may vary by

- study design selected ' We dq ‘not . assert that "some study designs
\ ’

necessarily require more. evaluation expertise than others, but rather

v -~ -

" that study design selected ‘must, match professional interests and

competencies of staff availéble.



S ' Figure 6.5:, Study Time Period
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Time period,available for the study depends “on such°factors as

A A ' Ny

how soon documented results are needéd, and th long those conducting

/"."

the' study will be available. ' The survey design lends” itself to

‘ A
a

shorter time perist for study_cdmpletion, The retrospective nature

| of the survey makes 1t unnecessary for the study time pfriéd to be as'

‘not employed

‘designs may be hastened S a . SRR

.long . as the time needed for program effects t& occuy. This is

A N

: ' 3
because, with retrospective data, multiple data collection passes are

LY

N

. cr
. . R . ~ .
¢ . ' ]

\
If more time is available for study completion, the ;ime—series,

] ‘-

-'comparison group and field experimental desig\s are favpred In these

)

threg designs it ig usuallyehecessary/t \\wait" for program results to'

S
A}

occur sg that data may be ‘collected to*sée,iﬁ they do in ‘fack occur.

{ ~ .
The time period needed .to cqnduc€>a time—series or betﬁisn group\'

. 4

design may be bricf if the study- is. seekq shorter—term rather;than

longer term program results.v And,'if data on clientele regarding the

-

Ty

"before" time period are already available, the exerciae .of €hese

0

.

Ny
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. ' . TFigu¥e 6.6:  Scope of Study
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- If the scope of///’/////T .
o __’__‘____,___Comparlson group :

. the thdy iS \
. Narrow
A v | N ‘*—~—-._-_____Field experiment

Wide—scope studies, “ both in terms of geographic area and program o

content. or subject-matter, are easler to achieve through the’ survey
. ) (/\—-/ . o v ‘
. ‘design. Th§§COSt per person or group is lower in surveys than in

—_— .
'other—designs, allowing for a. wider—scope study with a given amount of’

) study resources.

sy The generallzation th&t the ‘survey lends itself “to w}de scope ﬁf

v

'studies is ‘applicable particularly to studies that exaniine a wide
e .

R
',ubject—matter area. The data 9zllecti07 instrument of a survey can

more feasibly cover a broad range ofﬁsﬁents and consequences. The+§,
specific, quantitative comparison typica}ly pursued din  the time—’
R ' f\ -
series, comparison group and field experiment encourage studying the

-

’
&

_results of programs with ﬁarrower subject-matter content. . 'i"‘ ¢ -

’

°
-

Timé—series and between7group designs-ﬁare more manageable.' or.. ..
F.‘_\ N , ﬂ l
examining results of narrower—scope programs.. These designs generally

S oA '
require data to be collected several d&me$ The aollection brings-ahg

examiner in contact more with deliVery of . the program being studiedg

‘

However, it is feasible and may be desirable to\conduct éime -series .
\ [ . . . ‘ n .

and between group studics over wide geographical areas.
‘ ' ‘ .: 'v_' -:-j.
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Independently . . '

“from program Survey c ‘

o ’/’////,Tyme—series

SR v ' "% In concert Comparison group
. S with program
e o oot Field Experiment’
: , S, . ' S . /f
L . o < E ;
The surve\\alloWS data to be mollected dndependegtly from the "=

-

dellvery of the program while the other des1gns generally require data faﬁg

collection to-be in concert w1th program implementatiOn. That is, the »

timlng, personnel and purpose ¢f a surveg,study are not neceébarily
.oE

closely associated w1th the timing, personnel andxobjectives of the

‘ program stgﬂ%ed A survey .can be aonducted long after a program is

_ roleq '1f the same F;>ensibn persoﬁnel Afe T ponsible for both program .

'exnmined must go hand in—hand Where, when, how, and with whom the ‘

underway, by individuals not known. by the program gtaff and to

measure ¢ results not necessarily matching those,@ought by the program

) ;. . o ,
staff% . . R ‘o N ) o Te .
. F - . . ‘ ‘ . ' “"‘ k t
On the c0ntrary, the' time—serieS,V comparisnn. group ‘and field
experiment designs myst be more closely COordinated with program

,. ., s

planning and delivery. T1ming, personne] and results to be achieved

".

and investigated are interdependent.,; Espe01ally with the betwecn g .

group designs, both program plannlng and how reqults are. to« e‘-

“

program wjll be implemented and/n t implemented is of mutunl concern
W@ VJ ) oy A . N \.
to both program staffs and evd;Uatlop staffs, or to nuch of thesc

n e N

‘:delivery and documentation of Rrogram results.
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‘Summary of Text , .

In Part I (Chapters 1 and 2) we provided the background ard

\

approach of this publgcation, along with an overview of genefal;

,%uldelines ?nd stgndards for pr‘graﬂ-evaluations._ We also'describéd

~
A

the procedures for obtaining the examples for Vqlume T of this

»

publicatioﬁ, 1.e., the 42  abstracted studes of Extension. program

. J . - : /
results in Volume II. Two social"scienee research firms with

. ’ g

eXperience 'i“. assisting JfEderal and state agencies in program",

“ »

-evaluation esﬂabl;shed a pool of 148 positivelv apprajged studies of

.Extension program results, from_-the period- 1961—1978. Using the

procedures -and technical aceuracy criteria developed by these firms,.

ES-USDA added five qtudies from‘l979 1982 to the pool, for a®total of

é

~153 studies. The ,tudies in Volume IT were selected from the above

"
’ .

pool of 153 studies,

. In Part II (Chapterq 3, 4 and 5) four study designs for examining

Extension program resu]rq were describod alonp with - examplcq of the *

application of these designs. These examples show feasible ways of

.- ~

underﬁaking tudies according to the four study designé; We

systematica]ly identified ten facets of study designs to iﬂlustrnte

hd ~

the many options open to you in formulating and implementing/n étudy
design. We cited exnmples of rthese options nt wémk, within cach of

§
the. four designs, among the studies abstracted in 051Ume 1T, bina]ly,
i
we discussed isgsues regnrding imp]Lmenting eacﬁ of the designs. &

Herc, in Part 1II, ‘wc invited. you to reconslder some of the

starting‘points from‘whieh you“mighk decidd on onc or another of the

-
.

\ N .
]

{

~



. dcsigns,involve "if—then" generalizations, to help deal with ideal and

-

. ) £ ‘ .
designs. We' acknowledge  that you may _conclude that - some other
vy . -
approach to degeribing Extension -program results suits you better.

Perhaps further expl\ration outside the frameworg of the present

‘

d%slgns may .be in your interest. HoWever, if'your interest is to

develop .a study based on quantitative analysis, this publication may
i

7

‘scrve as a resource.

\

-

The starting points from_which you might choose one of the four

s

pract cal considerations relating to selection of a"study ‘design.
' /
Thése "if then guidelines go further than magy, writings in the field

of evaluation in syqtematically getting forth a "situational apprqach"

to selecting‘a study design.A For,example Cdampbell and Stanlcy (1966)

confine didcussion of the criteria for selection of a design mainly'to

-
+

how much certainty is népded-regaraing program results.

However, Cronbach (1982) broddens’ the sot of criteria for
] -
<
sclotting a study design to inclu?e other factors, such as needed
ki

scope of a “studyf Relative to qe]ccting an overall approach to an

: N
evaluation, Foresit (IQQO) and Forest and Boyd (1982) include such

factors as the org nizntionnl level at which informﬁtﬁon on progrnm
results 1s nceded and potential for clientelc.inuolvement in " study

procedureu> Patton ‘(1982) - relates the situational approach to

. ,
planning and’ condUCtinp progrnm evaluations to the standards for

program LVAluntionn which are suggcntod hy the Joind Commlrtcc on

Stnndnrdu for ‘hducntionn& hvuluntion (1981), f.e., utility,
2 - - . ) \ R - B
| { v %
feasibility, propricty and accuracy. b '

-
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CHAPTER -7: IN CONCLUSTON

|
. - . ‘ ) ) .
We hopc that this publication will assist Extension program

leaders and specialists in selecting or advising on the selection of

. hd . Y
study designs and design facets. We feel that the choice of study

-~

, \ design for ascertaining results of Extension programs 1is strongly

. relevant to the role of Fxtension program leaders and specialists.

An evaluation ‘study's quality and rcleJ)née (to program staffs’

responSLbiiitics for progfam development, management and account- ’

. ability) are greatly gffected by the choice .of studﬁ?dcaign. We feel

~

that program leaders and specialists have much to contribute to choice

of study'doggﬁn without becoming specialists L& program evaluation.

y . - -

Dimcngions nﬁd Steps of RBrogram Evaluation
v &" i ) N %

Iy placing thie publication fn perspective, we hava  emphastzed

that evaluation of program results 1is, 80 to speak, "ounly.one plece of
the cvaluation'.pfe;" evaluations which focus on several aspects of
Extension programming~ other than program results should he  duly

constdered In chooning where to expend perennfally scarce renourcen
"‘ .

tor formal ovnlluﬂ:kl\ (Gronn, 1977: Longent, 1975), Farthermore,
> 4 .

evaluating program resulty requiren expertisg far beyond that on study

destgnw including expertise on: managing the ptudy effort:. deciding

who needn to koaw what (nformation through lnvotﬁing ntudy unera in

entabldnhing criteria for evaluating program venultn; data pathering,

data aonalysls ggd fnterpretation; and reporting, digseminat lon and

g
.

] . 0

w1




A

utilization of the study findings, conclusions and recommendations

(Byrn, l‘)bS;'v F_rcnch. l")H'W; I’ntion. 1‘)78).., However, wlzx‘f\.considx-x'lzas'.
these other steps in the n;nrnll evaluation process, readers should
recall t?ms study design 1s intimately related to cvery other S“‘vp.
That {s. ecarly .\;t-.‘p:ginl}wl‘m*n"dn;z‘"w for -a study of prns‘.ram'rcsnlts will
atfect cholce or formula/t@n <;f a “st'udy design, uhich} fn turr will
bear upon the stud,y" s findings and 'utllity.
_ \ .

% L
i\_m‘»ronchcs and Methodaloplen

>

»
-~ a

The study design matrix and facet analysis in this publication
age présented as frameworks to help with study design selection and
formulation. We feel that the design options presented can facilitate

quantitative atudy desigus that maximize certainty reparding . program

results, connfatent with realistlc programming and evaluation nftua-
. . . . .
tions. The four designn and the ten facets fdentificd are in no way

meant  to  Liwit denfpn optdonn to 'hq'/ employed  In the tuture.  An

ment loned  previously, we do wot intend to fmply that qualitative

e ‘

approaches are ‘to be fgnored in evaluation of Fxtension programs.
Nonquant {tative npprnnchvu‘ are aimply not 'u_lt,hl'n the. seope of this

publication,

An ntated earlter, the atudien abrtracted (b Volume 11 of thin

redoutce do not neceaparily reprerent either all recent, or the bent
¢f adequately conducted quantitative atudien of pkxtennion program
renults, We nonght varfety in typen of avivlence  concorping the

( o
fnfluenve of Fxtenmiog programs  on ¢lietitele bhehavior oy atatus,

-
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« . . «
vtudien were selreted agcording to differenr program arcaen, geepraphic
.~ » » .
aréas and leveln-ol Tenonrees expended,

{ > while a1l of the ahstracted studlen in Velume 11 smeet  the

ccrfteria accepted for technical accuracy. seme of the studfes have

exceptionally  high cenceptual  clariey . and  exeoplavy rethodolopy,

| !

several of the studies shew creative connections betueen: {nnovative

Exdtensjon pregrameing and riporcus evaluation methodelogy.,  Cererally,

the studivs scemn well desigred to hiave achieved thetr {mmediate objece-

tives, that of reporting results of vieleeted  Extennion programs or,

-

the costs and  results of  alternate modewn -of delivery "cf these

progran«, N
v ~ . ¥ b
While-we Intend for thin publication to- be uneful for de=fpning
atatevide studies of Fxtennbon propram resulta, we were able to fifid
/ o . .
only & tew sugh otudtes as examples, flowever, wWe teel rost ntudy
methodologtes exemplitfed fn Volume- IT c¢an be employed an atarting
AN - :
points tn destpning statewide studfes, CAlthough the majority of the
abatracts o Volume 11 foci: on one program within a4 progranm dvea,

rtudien of Cooperative Extension program gesulin need nol he Timtted’
: Y

]
to a single aubject matter or program area, .

.

The example studicn fn Volume 1§ provide background knewledge For
“ ' L .
destpning funevdtive, bot aluo experienced=hased, studies on program

reuulta, Jeaders are encouraged to une the vxnmpl@‘ntudlvufﬁj manrcan
[} 3 '*"

af Ldester Father than models to he replicated, We In ndo &ay wianh to

place param¢tnr=:;1nnun! future,efforta to evaluate CuUp¢65¥AVE Fxtens=

aion propgrams, . .

1o I L

O
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.Past_as Prologue . - . . e o S

v . . . ! . . . ) " : ’ ) i -
] . ' e o Wt . S
- . [y - N 4

Finally, we refer to ~some early perapectives on. eva]uating

. ‘ ‘

‘ 'resu]ts qf Extension 8 educational and information-transfer programs.

‘"

Uhile formal evaluation of public programs Has soared in the last" two;

"

decades, it began early*in Extension.- The spirit and philosophy of_,

Extension w0rk has a]ways 'encouraged systematic studyﬂwof program

’

)

"-leffectiveness. ;.' d . . S .

' o A N . . _ ¢ .0
- Nearly' sixty years? ago, the U. S. Department of Agriculture_.
: P
pub]ished, "The Effectiveness of Extension in Reaching Rural People

<

L4

(Wilson, 1926) Wilson asked in this early, four-state study

.

‘ --Is Cooperative Extension really reaching large numbers ‘of rural,

people?vp B 1f . .‘ /

methods of farming and homemaking have been

S

[ SR accepted as a result of Extension teaching?

——Which Extension methods have been most effective in obtainingv.

. the adoption of these improved practices'7

;-—-In the effective conduct of Extension work, how impdrtant-are' N
. @&
land ownership, size of farm distance from the Fxténsion

&
oo office membership in the - Extension association, ‘contact Wlth
Extension wzﬁkers, and participation in Extension activ1ties7
R ——W at do farmers and farm women think of Extension work now that
) -

. x

M\
it has. become~established in a large number of counties'7 L

* ” . ‘ . . ///
P : !

While the specific scope'ffktﬁe aboVe questions may appear dated,,.x

o7

LY
recast in*a more general ion,_they still require answers today.

, .

]

There'is'indeed.prologue;inéthe past, “and it deserves our attention.
4 k . . . 4




".» ." ’ L. " ‘. . . \

For e*amplc, Wilson s and Gallup 8 (1955) comptehensive synthesia of

. studies of Extension program effectiveness, an Fxtensipg classic,
/.

reported important generalizatioﬁs on the relation between alternate

} *

rogram delivery methods and clientele use of recommended agricultural

. L .
- . jand:’ home economics practices ‘ .

LY

More :hyoadly, “Price (195?) in The Spirit and Philosophy of

Extension Work, called for five lines of inVestigation which appear to -

be ‘entirely relevant to today's. situation. T?ese five lines of

investigation concern: .
6(1) the philosophy of the.Extension movement; ..k

(2) the status of those by whom Extension is provided; .

o

(3) theJ@ontenL of Extension programs,-

\
(4) methods for planning, teaching, and evaluating Fxtension

A3

‘ programs,

2

(5) administration ahd supervision of Extension programs. //

Numerous studies and publications from each preceding dec?ﬁe of

Cooperative Extension's history reflect the concern with under tandingh

more'about Extension ‘grogram results. Thus, wa.carry or/ a firmly

U
'\A.‘

ensconced tradition: the desire to know what effects ‘ograms have

\ had, are having, or way have. In a spirit of coﬁtinuit we offer this

i~

{publication,vand,we hope‘th&t it is accentéd withiy/ a philosophy:ofn

'mutual commitment and sharing. o : /
. \ . » . . A ) : ° » ‘-
/.
@ - / ’
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i Appendix A:  Procedures for Abstrncting;gnd'Apprnising Studien .' .

. ' . ' ’
. . : } ca . ' . . i §
r Lo . ' ' .9
. B ) . R . » o . f . P < ] . -
- . 0 ¥ . . . i) ® gt

/4

“In pnr;ial 1euponse to a mﬂndate. in tho angrcsslonnl bagd nnd

quiculture Act of 1977. for\nn fvnluation o[ the consequences of
. ~ 4
Cooperntive Extension prograquexnatioRWide seurch wus condﬁttcd for

‘H'.

' analytical studies containing findings on Extension prbgrnm impacts, |, _»

Some 450 reports from this search ‘appeared, upon g?igf inspection. to .
. / J
contnin evidence on results from people 8 participamion in Fxtcnslon

programs during the years '1961-1978. ;;9‘ '}{

In September l978, contracts were awarded to Kappa Systems, Inc.,

ﬂand (KSI) Science Management Corporation (sMC), to “ge"
and Summarize"'these 450 studies. An advisory group vf Cooperative
Extension personnel from each region of the United.States was actively
involved by Extension Service, USDA, "in employing Kappa Systems, Inc.,
and Science Management Corp, and in oversight of their procedures and
report preparation.v Two officials of the Budget and Program Analysis
office of the U.S. Department of Agriculture also advised ES, USDA, on
the cogtract award to, and procedures used by, the two social research‘
firms. Evaluation ‘and program personnel from'several state Extension-
Se;vices also reviewed the final draft reggrt and suggésted revisions in
these research contractors' establishment o;,criteria for technical
accuracy of studies of Extension-program results. SMC dealt primarily
with studies completed during,the 1960's and KSP with studies completed
during the 1970's.

In the judgement of thefc tractors approximately 350 of the'450
studies assigned to them ctually meet the criteria of

(a) contalned data on program results rather than. just program

processes; (b) focussed on programs clearly identified as Extension a
programs or specifying Extension s ¢ontribution to a joint agency
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prngvhm. and (()5u%cﬂ puppliud hy hrogram_ particlpanta or clientele
y'*xtenﬂinn utafiw , _o

i
*

. 'A ' Fnch akudxArm Ort maating ‘the minimal quaiitidationa abave waa .
Zondenaod - inl ”a twootn-four page abstract, Faeh of the < |
approxima ekl 150 abatracts Tnolude a brief dascription of the
program exafidned, thé mothodologibgl approach employed by the
N yatudy. aﬁt/ he fl:tinga and any cohclusions drawn about the program
'//impnct( ,by the ¢ udy author(s). -Thus, program result, findings
: and’ cofigdunions are. “{ncluded in the nbutractu, rather than atudy

T 4%55 und cnncluniona as a wholc- A

Ll
Juf#l kol s werg made as td whether cacf study's findings and °
"f" e e ' : . '
warranted;" i.e., whether there was adequate

4 ]

,iconqistency of qtudy hypotheses and measurements with
objectivcs and 'structure of the hxtension programs studied;
-b) vnlidity of measuremonts and analyais of the data;

o) basls for any infercnces regarding results of the program

'

- studied
. d) basis fer any generalinetion of sdnple findings to a larger
.pppulation; |
e) primgry'data cpliegtion from'clientsnwitn:ndequate size of
: .

'sample and response . rate.
One hundred and forty—eight study reports were found by Kappa
Systems, Inc. (1979) and Scienee Management Corporation (1979) to
contein Extension program result findings and conclusions which are
warranted relative to evaluative research ¢riteria. The IQB studies are
reviewed as a sonewhat representative aqsortnent of externally verified

+

ekamples of program result findings across Eitension s program areas.
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L Forty ulw% utudy raphutu auaihued to K81 for review and appraisal
' were asdigned aluu.cu 5MC. An nnalysia of almtlarityrdiaalmilarity

hetwesn the twu contrattora’ :uvieuu and appraiaaly was baaed primarily kN“

[
upon , the 10110w1np queatfont To what .extent did both companies agree

Ry
v
that the !!udlunn and OOncluaiuna ot each of Lhe 69 ropurta are

- . - ‘.

. ‘warrnntud? '$ ' ﬁ{
Alhu two contractory apreed upon 71% of the utudy raportu (15 of thep
' &9 rvportﬂ) an to whothvr findings and conclusiona on prﬁ/ram reaultsa
\:' were ﬁufficicntly wurrnntod by rtudy mcthodolnhy Consldering only
"mujor,diffurencuu between contractora' judgements on the quality of

‘suhstantiation of findings ‘and conclusions regarding program results,

contractors agreed 92 percent of the time,

The multi-volume reports by each of the two contractors are liated
. T

»

below.

Kappa sttemb, Incorporntcd

.Classification of Selected Extension Studies with Impact Finding‘.
Vol. I, Kappa Systems, Inc., Arlington, Virgi\&a.

Ay

Extenslon Program Impact Findings from Selected Studies Conducted
from 1961 to 1978, Vol. II, Kappa Systems, Inc., Arlington,
Virginia; and Appendix to Volume II, Supporting Abstract.

Guidelines for Improving Extension Program Impact Studies,
Vol. II1, Kappa Systems, Inc., Arlington. Virginia.

Science Management Corporation

Inventorv and Classification of Reports Abstracted Vol. I,
Decision Studies Group, A Division of Science Management ,
Corporation, Washington, D.C. :

) o'

Final Report: A Review and Appraiqal of Studies of Extension
Vol. II, Decision Studies Group, A Division of Science Management
Corporation, Washington, D. C.

‘. ’ 115'; s 117

-




"’ . :' ‘ (X1 ’ ' '
. . . B a4 0 )
Appendix B:  Spandayds foy Appratsing Studles
- - b R B
' !’ FA-USDA Request qu_l070~ﬂ? Stuﬂiua‘ﬂoggg}nlng Findings
: . an Exf¥nalnn Program lmpacts :

-

4

) *

. This attachment, s deaigned toihelp the persen deaignated hy the
state Nirector or Administrater to yind and pelect a eomplete atudy ¢
report_containing findings on Fxtennlon program {mpacts, for reply to
ES-USDA' s, requent dated December 1, 1982, As explained in the memo
of request to the state Directors and Administrators, our i{mmediate
intent iu to add to a pool of example studlen from 196141974 wich
examples from 1979-1982, The Unlversity of Maryland's Cooperative
Extenston Service/bepartment of Agricultural and Extension Fducation
will then select from this pool the most appropriate examples for
inclusion in a guidebook for atate atudies of program impact. . 3

1
A you search for arid select a study to forward to ES-USDA, keep

tn mind that we need studles which are methodologically adequate
. relative to standarda which were formulated and employed 1n a past
V- veview and appraimal of studies on Extension program effectivenesn.

Wo are aware that it may not be possible for some Extengion organiza-
tions to locate a study of their programming Wwhich meets the criteria
set forch below.

A full explanation of the processes of review and appraispl used
by Science Management Corp (SMC) and Kappa Systems, Inc. (KSI) is .
preaented in Volume ITI of Kappa System's contractunl report, 'Guide-
lines for Improving Extenalon Program Tmpact Studiea,"”™ July 1979,
This volume, along with the other volumes from the contractual work
to review, appraise and summarize studies from the 1961-1978 were
mailed to State Extension Services in September., 1979, as part of the '
. 1978-1980 Congressionally mandated cvaluation of economic and social
‘consequences of cobperatiﬁe ¢xtension programs, !

" This attnchméht'has been prepared to prévide you with enough
{information on the type of studies we are looking for,%so that you do .
not have to read the Kappa Systems, Inc., materials to respond to our

reguest. .

Study reports may represent rescarch from academic departments
(including theses) as well as studies sponsored or conducted by your
. Extension organization. . Comparison group, before-after and survey
studies will generally be most useful to us. .

v ,*Volume IT1 by KSI, "Extension Program Impact Findings from Selected
‘ ‘gtudies conducted from 1961 to 1978" references all 149 studies
selected from a larger pool of studies by KSI and SMC as containing
impact findings and conclusions with adequate substantiatiop.. _

Abstracts |'of these 149 studies may be found in KSI's Appendﬁx to
Volume II, and SMC's "Review and Appraisal of Studies of Extension
Program Effectiveness," Volume II. -
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Please select amd forvard a study of yuur chofee which, in youy
apinion, weets wmost of the eriteria helo\y v :
"1, - The study veport contains findings on Extension progras

impacty (reeults), Or, the study veport contains ¥ ndings’

ABpaces : 2y R B art contatia ton R
oh clientele’s sources ov rarings of Extenslon ,ﬁuppl.&ir\

;nfhrﬁgijﬁﬂ;wjfii; Joss not eontain findings on ispdcrs ©

o A0 Bxtennlon program, :
‘

) atudies should eontain'f2341ngsrvithln gfwjfgggwgng_af \

the following three levels of program lmpactel

. (a) learning hy Dxtension program farticipants (e iy,
knowledge, atcitude, skill ?r aspivation change)}

4 (b) practices or gﬁpjlggéiﬁg,ﬁf learning by progras
] participanta; and ¢ .
- K? 7
(¢) consequences of par {cipants' leavning ox prac-
tlcen -- sconomic, social, personal and/er
environmental, tneluding benetita, satiafactions,
needs or problema, '

) impact data_should be eollected from (clientele) not
only from Extension staff reports, B
» _ —~ , .
° clients' or obnervers' (e.g., 4-Hera' parents) percep-
tions of impacts are pcceptablc an well as objectively
measured impacts,

o o o
e spntodian of ¢lientele’s rourced or ratinga of value of
“{nformation (including Extenaion’r) may not contain
impact findings (sce cxample No. 6 ar appended).

2. The study-report adequately dencribes the Extension program
* being assessed. That is, the report 1d\:tit1ens G.Res

. necd or rationale for the program ' s

° program objectives and how they might be accomplished
-through program activities

® Extcnsioh's particular programming contribution, {in 4
the event that a joint agency program is evoluated.

3. The \eport expresses the purposes of the evaluative study,
in relation to: '

o ‘the. objectives and structure of program being
evaluated . Z o

e ~ rationale for the evaluation--intended importance and
p:ility E

° identification of audiences for whom the evaluation is
intended.
- .- 118
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4, the study repost descvibes the pature of the “rarget”

' paguldl but TaF the progras, the eifent of viiestele partici- ¥
pativi in the v(ﬂa!?ﬁ and The sampling proceduye, 1T any,
T nhtﬁ}uiug data ofi progydm impaces, . .
. yepresenfatjveneas n;‘f any oauples of program paveici-

. pantd is described,
u S e .

™ sample sices should be greater thap 20 (wjth the
exception of unies of analysis other than individuals
such as fives, organizations and governsental uaita),

’ . . '

5. The study repurt establishes a clear link betveen client
cleasies and Fxtensios progran dellvery, f.e., the repoytd
» alivws that the Extension progras preceded the elient

oufCpe, - '

. shoua that degree of clientiele outcomes varies with
extent of exposure fo or jnvolvement in program
delivery

. addresses expifeitly or fmplicitly rhe sxtent to vhich

_other influences heaides Extenaion could have
accounted for the client outeome (clients’ self«
reported perceptions of degyee to which outeomen are
due to Fxtepalon prograss are acggptdbl¢).

6. The study rcpjlg'dlaquaaca the validity of the measurements
or obhervatioma ot ¢lientele learning, practices and
conrequences of learning/practices, e.B., the report:

. o shows that the Inatruments or obrervation measure
R variablen that are relevant aud appropriate

. shows that the {ustruments adequately cover the
domains of well specified constructs, :

. , : i

7. The study report's findings and conclusions appear to Me
based on a valld analysis of the data reparding the fmpacts
of the Extension program: . ;

° logical relationships are established between data

. gots .

. adecquate labelling of tables, charts and graphs

. clear separation between findings based on data

collection and analysis, and general conclusions about
the programs' rcsults., *

8. The study report provides a comparison if program success
or failure is judged, e.g.,

\

° program 1impacts are compared to some established
standard or goal, or to impacts of other programs of a
similar nature or to absence of a similar program.
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Appenidis Ci  Frdcedures For vbtaiulng Full Kepuyts of studles
R ; Y. , , :
. )
\" ) . N .-
Caoperat ive bateusion be{sﬁnuﬂi)ulth U,5, Depavtment of Agihvultuie

.
‘ -

¢ 1
gpinyee alalus Bay shtatn photoduplicates of the complete rejurts of

*

. : - A ~ - = . .
, studies absliacted i Volume 11, and geports of studles af Extension
+

prag(éﬁ'{csulta whivh are geferenced in the turtheyr Readings sectivie wf
v ,
Volusme 1, 1hicoe repolts afe asong the holdings 1n the Fatenstun filc at
-y
ehe Ndriunal Agriculrursl fiteary,
(1

Fhotuduplicates (nuvhc sblalned ftﬁg\thc Halxbhaljgntiiuliufnﬁ
Library (NAL), Urilization Section, feltaviile, HD, 20705, Tclephune
reguesta may he directal tu (301) Vad=315% and telecojler fedquests to
(iﬂl)‘345-6&33. it is pr;fctahla for Cooperative Extensipn/UsbA ayaii
Lo submif their requesto thitough the agflcultural Jihgary at thely Statc
land-grant fastitutidn, i
Kegquests €0 phe KAL fur photeduplicates should contatn NAL call
nushers aﬁaighcd to the reports which ate deatreéd. keqﬁed(é beaying
call tumbers gasipned by ;hr Natfonal Aérirél(ura} Library witl be
expedited. Call nushers may he obtained through the ﬁuhm,;u.cd retrieval
(j dervice, AURICOLA (AgrlrullUtnl Online Access). Tﬁc ACHICOLA
computerized bibllographic tile ts.nvallablm at JH&2 land;granl
~ L . S
univeraitie and at moat JHY0 lapd-g;an! inntitu(innn.
full veportn of the atddies ciied in this vesource publication may
v be used at the Beltaville locatfon of thc.NAL (near the intersection u{7
Route | and Interatate Route 95, about 15 miles northeast ‘; Vashingrhn,

DC) or at the District of Columbia Branch of NAL (Recs 1052, Scuth

Building, USDA, liath and Indopendencc Ave., Washington, DC 20250).

£
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Hoin-Usta ewnpliyeds, Bicjudlig Conpeiallve Eafensloi FeTauRnel
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Wliho ot U3hid appolatient and enlveiolty sfudeirfa, #ar obialii ghite-

R R . L. - , .
dapiliate fepuile Gl fhe oftudleo vifed 1K (hls Foublloaflon ihfougl

standard Infesdibiasy tegueat pivecduies.
\ :

HAL protuduglivetlob fhatges

o - . . . . )
atel §i,U0G fuy the }lﬁaf i pages v fdadtlok thcteul fruw & sihgle

i ! 1y

.

ﬁub.lé;(%ﬁﬂ, aéndj §l.uu fir carh addi(iﬁﬁé! nﬁ Yageo vi TiacH ik

'

thetcot, DPiile will be losued affct ‘Photorupylug 1o vonplcted,
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